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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Covrt or Aprzat No. 1, after being released from th® 
Belt case, is likely to be blocked for some time with the case 
relating to the Nordenfeldt Patent, the hearing of which in the 
court below occupied fifteen days. 





Mr. Wirr1am Comer Prrneram, Q.C., has been offered and has 
accepted the post of Chief Justice of the High Court of the North- 
West Provinces of India, in succession to Sir Roserr Srvazr. 
Mr. Perneram was called to the bar in 1869; was made a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1880, and is a member of the Western Circuit. He has 
a high reputation for learning, acuteness, and rapidity in the 
transaction of business, and the profession in India may be con- 
gratulated on the excellence of the new appointment. 





Tue process of winding up the business of the Examiners’ 
Office will shortly be completed. It will be seen by a notice 
which we print elsewhere that solicitors and others who have 
depositions on which fees are owing, or on which deposits have to 
be returned, or who have papers to take away, are to call at the 
Examiners’ Office in Rolls-yard before the last day of this month. 
On that day all deposits not returned will be handed over to the 
Paymaster, and any applications for their return will have to be 
made to him. Appointments for completing unfinished depositions 
must be obtained from the Chancery Registrars. The records of 
the office and unclaimed documents remaining there will be dealt 
with by a warrant of the Master of the Rolls—+.e., as we interpret 
the notice, they will either be deposited in the Record Office or 
destroyed as valueless documents. 





Tue pectstoy of Mr. Justice Day in Fearon v. Earl of Aylesford, 
that a breach of the covenant not to molest in the separation deed 
executed between Lord and Lady Ayzxesrorp was an answer to an 
action on the covenant to pay an annuity contained in the same 
deed, has occasioned a good deal of comment. His decision seems 
to have proceeded on the ground that the covenant not to molest 
was really the whole consideration for the covenant to pay the 
annuity ; that it could not have been the intention of the parties 
that it should be apportioned or that breaches of it should be ap- 
preciated in damages; and, therefore, that any molestation, mean- 
ing thereby substantial injury knowingly and without lawful 
excuse inflicted, amounted to a loss of all right on the part of the 
wife to further benefit under the deed. The decision of the learned 
judge certainly affords a marked contrast to the rigorous con- 
struction of covenants in separation deeds adopted by the courts 
of law in Oharlesworth v. Holt (L. R. 9 Ex. 88) and other 
cases before the Judicature Act. We do not know that the 
point which arose in the recent case is covered by authority; but 
it has been generally supposed that a substantial breach of a 
covenant in a separation deed would prevent the party guilty of it 
from setting u the deed, although—as was —a e late’ Master 
of the Rolls in Besant v. Wood (L. R. 12 Ch. D. 605)—trifling 
breaches of covenants would not have this effect. In that case, 
referring to the provision of the deed before him, that. the custody 
of one of the children should be given to the wife, the learned judge 
said that the fact that the court, at the instance of the hus had 


taken away that custody, did not “destroy the deed ; it was one of 


the considerations, but it must have been a consideration dependent 
entirely upon the interest of the infant recuiring the court’ 
intervention.” But, he added, ‘No doubt the husband might so 
conduct himself that the court might refuse, at his instance, to 
enforce the deed.” 





A porst occurs to us in relation to the 4th clause of the 
Franchise Bill. That clause is aimed * poreens the creation 
of faggot voters, and it provides, among i 
two or more men are owners, either as joint tenants or tenants in 
common, of an estate in any land or tenement, one of such men, 
but not more than one, shall, if his interest is sufficient to confer 
on him a qualification asa voterin respect of the ownership of such 
estate, be entitled (in the like cases, and subject to the like con- 
ditions, as if he were the sole owner) to be registered as a voter, 
and, when registered, to vote at an election, provided that, where 
such owners have derived their interest by descent, succession, 
marriage, marriage settlement, or will, or where they occupy the 
land or tenement and are bond fide engaged as partners carrying 
on trade or business thereon, each of such owners, whose interest 
is sufficient to confer on him a qualification as a voter, shall be en- 
titled (in the like cases, and subject to the like conditions, as if he 
were sole owner) to be registered as a voter in of such 
ownership, and, when registered, to vote at an election.” It is to be 
observed that the section does not determine, or provide any means 
for determining, which of the two or more men mentioned in the 
first part of the section is to be the one that is to have the vote. 
It is curious that isely the same defect exists in the 27th 
section of the Representation of the P Act, 1867, which re- 
lates to the occupation franchise in counties. If more than one of 
such joint tenants, or tenants in common, claims at any registra- 
tion, how is the revising barrister to determine which of them is 
to be registered? The difficulty is one that is not likely to 
occur so frequently in practice, because, the object of the creation of 
many of these joint tenancies or tenanciesin common being done away 
with, such estates are not likely to be created so frequently in future. 
The most usual modes in which such joint interests are likely to 
arise (other than conveyances for the purpose of creating faggot 
votes) are ex from the operation of the clause, but still there 
must be cases in which persons purchase land, which is conveyed 
to them jointly as partners in some speculation or investment, but 
which they do not cooupy as partners, or use for the - purpose 


g 


oa gontheir partnership business. So that the difficulty created 
by the section might occur in some cases. No doubt, in most cases, 
such persons would agree among themselves on the question who is to 
be registered ; but why should the deficiencies of a previous Act 
be thus wilfully and repeated? There can be no 
doubt that the section was framed upon the model of the 27th 
section of the Re tation of the People Act. 
of that section in this respect has been pointed out in all the books 
on registration. In practice, no doubt, i 
section has solved itself somehow, and drafts- 
man thought it better to follow the existing precedent, trusting 
that no practical difficulty would arise, than to try to amend it. 
This seems to us, however, but poor form asa matter of drafting. 





PaRtiaMENT IN 1881 sanctioned th 
c. 49, s. 82) of a ee ani 
emigratin ns, as i ili 
more thickly populated districts of 
conferred by this Act, some thousands of 
to Canada and the United States, far the 
‘going to the States. Emigrants once 
naturally anxions to acquire the power of 
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which citizenship confers; but they have to wait five years before 
they can take the oath of allegiance which confers these rights. 
We believe that it is not generally known in this country how this 
oath runs. It is as follows:—A. B. “ declares on oath that he 
doth absolutely and entirely renounce and abjure all allegiance 
and fidelity to every Foreign Prince, Potentate, State, and 
Sovereignty whatever, and particularly to Queen Victoria of the 
United Kingdom-of Great Britain and Ireland.” This oath is 
varied in the case of immigrants from other countries, the words 
‘‘and particularly to Queen Victoria; &c.,” giving place, say in 
the case of a German immigrant, to ‘and particularly to the 
Emperor William, &c.’’? Nevertheless, the oath itself violates 
every canon of good taste, and the invidious nature of the dis- 
tinction drawn in it becomes at once apparent when we place 
beside it the oath of allegiance required of aliens who desire to 
be naturalized in this country, which runs :—‘‘I, A. B., do swear 
that I will be faithful and bear true allegiance to her Majesty 
Queen Victoria, her heirs and successors, according to law. So 
help me God” (33 Vict. c. 14, s. 9). As long as the United 
States retains this form of oath of allegiance, it seems to us 
questionable how far we are right in emigrating, at the public cost, 
persons who are to be invited at the earliest opportunity to take 
such an oath. It must be borne in mind that this oath is printed 
on the letters of naturalization given to each new citizen, and 
treasured by him as the credentials which enable him to enjoy the 
rights and privileges of American citizenship. The idea conveyed 
by this oath to the minds of the ignorant Irish who take it, 
cannot be very favourable to the dynasty of Queen Victoria. 





In 4 case of Dugdale v. Whiffen, recently before Mr. Serjeant 
Trxpat Arxrnson in the Wareham County Court, the question arose 
whether, upon a judgment summons against the debtor for 
non-payment, an administration order—the total amount of his 
debts being under £50—could be made for the liquidation of his 
debts under section 122 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. This section 
says that ‘‘ where a judgment has been obtained in a county court 
and the debtor is unable to pay the amount forthwith, and alleges 
that his whole indebtedness amounts to a sum not exceeding fifty 
pounds, inclusive of the debt for which the judgment is obtained, 
the county court may make an order for the administration of his 
estate.” It is clear from this that, immediately upon such a judg. 
ment being obtained, such an administration order can be made. 
The question is whether such an order can be made at a later stage 
when the debtor comes before the court upon a judgment summong 
for non-payment. It would seem from rule 267 that it was intended 
that there should be power to make such an order. This rule 
says, ‘‘ Where an application to commit is made to a county court, 
and it a to the court that the total liabilities of the judgment 
debtor do not exceed fifty pounds, the court may, if it thinks that 
an order for committal ought not to be made, make an administra- 
tion order under section 122 of the Act.” Inthe case in question, 
however, the learned county court judge appears to have held him- 
self bound by the word “ forthwith” in section 122, as in- 
dicating that such an order could only be made instanter upon a 
judgment being obtained. He is reported to have said that ‘the 
difficulty with the county court judges in carrying out the provi- 
sion was that the order must be upon judgment forthwith, and not 
upon a judgment summons. Whoever framed that clause could 
not have framed it better to prevent its being workable.” The 
learned judge, whose care and accuracy are well known, is stated 
to have expressly quoted “the rule relating to the section”; so 
phe gar appears to be tantamount to treating rule 267 as 








Mr. Justice A.-L. Smith will preside at the enniversary festival of the 
United Law Clerks’ Society, at the Freemasons’ Tavern, on June 11. 


Lord Cranbrook will preside at the eleventh annual general meeting of 
the Barristers’ Benevolent Association, to be held in the Middle Temple 
Hall on the 26th inst. at 4.30. 


The Central Law Journal records a confusion of metaphors, worthy of 
Sir Boyle Roche, which occurred in the speech of a Philadelphia lawyer, 
wh **These gentlemen have gone on until by assiduous 


oO remark 
“fneubation they have hatched something that will hold water, and upon 
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TRACT FOR BENEFIT OF THIRD 
PARTIES. 


Tue decision in the case of Re Flavell (L. R. 25 Ch. D. 89) affords 
an illustration of an interesting question—viz., as to when stipula- 
tions in a contract for the benefit of a person not a party to the 
contract amount to the creation of a trust for the benefit of such 
party. In the case in question articles of partnership between two 
solicitors provided in substance that, in the event of a determina. 
tion of the partnership by death of one of the partners, during a 
certain time after such determination the personal representatives 
of the deceased partner should be entitled to receive out of the net 
profits of the partnership business a certain yearly sum to be 
applied in such manner as the partner so deceasing might, by deed 
or will, direct for the benefit of his widow and children, and in 
default of such direction to be paid to such widow, if living, for 
her own benefit. One of the partners died leaving a widow, but 
without having given any direction as to the application of the 
annuity. By his qill he appointed his widow his universal legatee 
and sole executrix. He died. insolvent, and an action was brought 
by a creditor to administer his estate. The question was whether 
the annuity formed part of the testator’s estate, or whether the 
widow was entitled to it for her own benefit. North, J., and the 
Court of Ap held that, by. the articles, a trust of the annuity 
was created in favour of the widow, and that she was, therefore, 
entitled to it free from the claims of the testator’s creditors. 

The case was put from various points of view by the counsel for 
the creditors. But, after all, the substantial question seems to be 
whether the true construction of the instrument in this respect was 
such as to create an interest in the widow or merely a contractual 
right forming part of testator’s estate in respect of which the 
widow, as such, had not, and never could have, any legal interest. 
On the terms of the instrument in this case we hardly see how the 
question was fairly arguable, or how the money in the hands of the 
executor could be applicable otherwise than in accordance with the 
articles. - Numbers of cases were cited in which the facts had more 
or less nearly approached the case under discussion, and, as fre- 
quently occurs with regard to such questions, upon reference to 
such cases it becomes clearer and clearer that it is not so much the 
principle as its application to cases where the language and acts of 
the parties are inconclusive, that is doubtful. 

The question involved is very closely related to questions that 
have at various times arisen in actions on contracts at common 
law. It was, of course, well settled at common law that, in 
general, only a party te the contract could sue on it. It might be 
that the contract contained stipulations for the benefit of a third 
party, but such third party had no right of action upon the 
contract. If the stipulations were not performed, the only remedy 
was by action at the suit of the party to the contract with whom 
the stipulations were made. But then arose an obvious difficulty 
as to measure of damages in the absence of any provision for 
liquidated damages. The general rule at common law was that, 
subject to rules as to remoteness of damage, a person is entitled to 
be put pecuniarily in the same position as if the contract had been 
performed. The difficulty with regard to stipulations in favour of 
third parties is that the party to the contract may not be pecuniarily 
damaged by the non-performance of the stipulation in favour of 
the third party. It has been held, however, in such cases that, if a 
contract is made with A., as trustee for B., A. can sue on the 
| contract. and recover, for the benefit of B., all that B. could have 
recovered if the contract had beer made with B. himself. This 
principle. was referred to by Lush, L.J., in the case of Lloyds’ v. 
Harper (L. R.; 16 Ch, D. 821), and he cited, by way of illustration, 
the familiar instance of Lloyds’ policies, which are made in the name 
of the insurance broker. That is, of course, a very obvious case, 
because it is clearly, in such a case, never Intended that the 
broker shall be anything but a mere conduit-pipe or trustee of the 
contract ; but other cases of a more difficult nature arise in which 
it is hard to say whether the plaintiff is a trustee of the 
contract, as, for instance, the case of West y. Houghton (L. BR. 
4C. P. D. 197). In that case the plaintiff granted a lease of 
sporting rights over his estate to the defendant, and took from 
the defendant a covenant to keep down rabbits, so that no appre- 
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iable damage was done to the crops of an occupier of land 
on the estate by rabbits, but the plaintiff never was under any 
meet to compensate the occupier for such damage, and paid him no 
gum whatever in respect thereof. It was held, in an action for breach 
of the covenant, that the plaintiff, not having suffered any damage 
himself, and not being in the position of a trustee for the occupier of 
the covenant, was entitled only to nominal damages. It is stated by 
North, J., in his judgment in Re Flavell, that the Lords Justices 
said, in Lloyds’ v. Harper, that the decision in West v. Houghton 
cannot be supported. We are not sure that this is the result of 
what the Lords Justices said. The basis of the judgment of Lord 
Coleridge, C.J., in West v. Houghton, is his view, right or wrong, 
that the plaintiff had never made himself trustee of the covenant 
for the oceupier.. In the case put by the Lords Justices during the 
argument in Lloyds’ v. Harper (p. 811), the landlord clearly does 
make himself such a trustee. The case put is that the landlord 
with whom such covenant is made, subsequently letting the land, 
agrees with the tenant to give him the benefit of the covenant, 
and it is suggested that in that case the landlord could recover as 
trustee for the tenant. It is clear that the.case so put is not on all 
fours with West v. Houghton. The point there taken by the Lord Chief 
Justice was, in substance, that the occupier had no interest in the 
covenant ; that he could not compel the plaintiff to sue on it for his 
benefit, and if the plaintiff had recovered the amount of the damage 
done to the crop, he could not have compelled the plaintiff to hand 
the amount over to himself. In_the case put by the Lords 
Justices it is clear that the landlord would have been a trustee for 
the tenant of any money recovered on the covenant, having in sub- 
stance assigned the benefit of the covenant. 

There is a difficulty in the case put by Lord Justice James in 
Lloyds’ v. Harper—viz., that of a subsequent letting, and assign- 
ment of the benefit of the covenant, to the occupier, and it is this: 
it may be said that the original contract is, in the eye of law, a 
contract to perform certain things or pay the plaintiff the pecuniary 
difference between his position in the case of breach and in the 
case of performance, and that the plaintiff cannot, by his volun- 

intermediate act, render the covenant more onerous by volun- 
tarily putting himself under obligation to third parties, the result 
being that, unless he is a trustee of the covenant in the first instance, 
he cannot, by his own act, become so, und thus entitle himself to 
recover the damage to a third party on behalf‘of that party. It 
seems to us, however, that the reply to this difficulty may, possibly, 
be that the obvious intention of such a covenant is that the land- 
lord may give his tenants the benefit of it in order to prevent the 
depreciation of his rents, and, therefore, by implication, there is an 
agreement that the tenant shall have the benefit of the covenant, 
and such damages shall be recoverable on his behalf as he may 
suffer. If may, possibly, be that the learned Lords Justices who 
decided Lloyds’ v. Harper would have held that the same con- 
struction should have been given to the covenant in West v. 
Houghton, and that there, too, the plaintiff was trustee of the coven- 
ant for the occupiers on his estate from the beginning. We must 
confess to feeling some difficulty as to this, first, because no considéra- 
tion appears to have moved from occupiers already in occupa-tion ; 
and, secondly, because, if so, the plaintiff could not release or waive 
the covenant or alter the terms of the sporting lease in this respect 
during its currency for his own advantage, even though he had in 
no way agreed to give his tenants the benefit of its stipulations. Of 
course, there is no doubt that an interest in such a covenant may 
be given to the tenant ab initio which the landlord cannot interfere 
with, if that appears to have been the intention. The question in 
West vy. Houghton is whether any such intention appeared from 
the terms of the covenant or the tircumstances under which it was 
entered into. We cannot help feeling considerable doubt whether 
it could be said in that case that-there was any sign of an intention 
to give the tenant (who, it should be observed, already occupied 
at the time when the covenant was entered into) an interest 
in the covenant. 

A difficulty suggested in Flavell’s case as standing in the 
way of the contention that the provision of the partnership 
articles created a trust was this: it was said that, if there 
was a trust created for the widow, the partners could not, 
by agreement between themselves, have rescinded the agreement, 
80 far as the payment of the annuity was concerned, nor could the 
testator have released it. If this necessarily follows from the 


to be the natural construction of the provision per se that the 
testator intended to create this kind of irrevocable interest in the 
business in the objects of the provision, so as to tie his hands with 
regard to future arrangements. It seems to us, however, that the 
suggested pcs. 2 gees does not follow, and that, though possibly 
the testator might have released the stipulation, yet, not having 
done so, the moneys paid under it were im with the trust. 
If it were not so an absurdity would result. The object of 
the stipulation would ab origine be defeated. If the annuity 
formed part of the estate of the testator, eee 
his widow, it must go according to the Statute of Distributions, 
which would defeat the words and object of the provision by 
which it was created. re is no real difficulty in point of 

rinciple ; though, in one sense, a trust may be said to be created 
by such 4 stipulation, it is not necessarily thereby meant that a 
vested irrevocable interest is created in any event. Obviously 
that cannot be the case. What is meant is that, if the sti i 
takes effect under the contract, there shall arise such and such a 
beneficial interest in the money paid under it. This may be 
subject to the right of the party to rescind the contract or release 
this stipulation during his lifetime. "When once he is dead, there 
can be no revocation, release, or rescission, and the annuity, there- 
fore, cannot possibly then form part of his estate. As was pointed 
out by the Lords Justices on appeal, this annuity could not at 
any time have been said to form part of the testator’s estate. No 
right to sue for it ever vested in him, and, by the terms of its 
existence, as soon as any such right ever vested in his executors, 
they became affected with a trust. We do not express any opinion 
as to whether the testator could, in this icular case, have 
released the stipulation in his lifetime. But, even if he could, it 
does not seem to us that the result contended for follows. 








REVIEWS. 


CHANCERY PRACTICE. 


Tue PRACTICE OF THE CHANCERY Division OF THE HicH Courr 
OF JUSTICE AND ON APPEAL THEREFROM; BEING THE SIXTH 
Epition oF Danretx’s Practice, &c. By Lxeonarp FIExp, 
EDWARD CLENNELL DunNn,-and THEODORE RisToN, Barristers-at- 
Law, assisted by Witt1aM Henry. Upsonn, Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. II. Stevens & Sons. 


More than eighteen montlis- have elapsed since we reviewed -the 
first volume of this excellent work, but the delay in its completion 
thust be attributed, not to any slothfulness on the of the learned 
editors, but to the appearance of the new rules. e advertisement, 
indeed, announces that “these rules were issued after the whole of 
the text, and a considerable portion of the index, had been printed ; ” 
and that it was considered that the most convenient course would be 
to incorporate the new provisions by way of addenda. Some idea of 
the magnitude of this laborious and disheartening task, and also of 
the completeness with which it has been achieved, may be gathered 
from the fact that the addenda occupy upwards of one hun pages. 
No labour seems to have been “in the endeavour to assist the 
reader in connecting the old and the new practice. We find, for 
example, tables of the aay ing and of the ted rules, with 
cross-referencés from one to the other, and an alphabetical list of 
the more important innovations introduced by the new code. 

The volume which is now ished consists of two parts, each of 
them a portly volume; and follows somewhat closely in general 
outline the plan of the co ding volume of the- last edition. 
Important chapters have, however, been added en ** Pro- 
oetiens in Particular Actions,” ‘‘ Consolidated and Test Actions, 
Transfer and Removal of Actions and Proceedings,” and “ Staying 
Proceedings, and Dismissing Actions, otherwise than at the Trial. 
The subject of ‘‘ Security for Costs” is also now treated in a te 
chapter, instead of being diffused throughout the book as in the last 
edition ; while the chapter on the Statu Jurisdiction of the Court, 
perhaps the most useful part of Daniell, has been considerably 
enlarged by the addition of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, and the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 

The merits and defects of a book of practice can only be fully 
discovered by daily use; but, so far as we have tested the present 

ition, the high reputation of ‘‘ Daniell” as the standard work on 
Chancery Practice seems to us to be well sustained by the labours of the 
present editors. Seme few statements, indeed, we have noticed to which 
exception might be taken, as, for instance, that at p. 1388, that “an 





decision; it may, perhaps, create a difficulty. It may be said not] 


action of foreclosure is, it seems,’an action to recover land.” This seems 
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to us to réquire more express qualification. It has been decided by the 
cases cited that the proposition is true so faras the Statutes of Limita- 
tion are concerned ; but.it by no means follows that it holds good wher- 
ever we find the words, ‘‘ action to recover land,” or ‘‘ action for the 
recovery of land.” Thus, in Tawell v. Slate Company (L. R. 3 Ch. D. 
629), Jessel, M.R., held that an action for foreclosure was not an 
action for the recovery of land within the meaning of R. S. C. 
1875), ord 17, r. 2, and, therefore, that other causes of action might 
joined without leave. This appears to us to be still law, and to 
be unaffected by the decision in Heath v. Pugh (30 W. R. 553, L. R. 7 
App. Cas. mr see also Fisher on Mortgages, 4th ed., p. 477. More- 
over, Chitty, J., has decided quite recently that judgment in such an 
action does not entitle a plaintiff to a writ of possession: Wood v. 
Wheater (31 W. R. 117, t. R. 22 Ch. D. 281). The statement at p. 
2282 that the words ‘‘ persons entitled,” used in the Settled Estates 
Act, means persons beneficially entitled, is too absolute. It should 
have been qualified by a reference to Vine v. Raleigh (31 W. R. 855, 
L. R. 24 Ch. D. 238), where it was held that trustees might petition 
when there was no person for the time being beneficially entitled to 
the rents of the property. Again, in the addenda, under section 39 
of the Conveyancing Act, we find Re Warren’s Settlement (27 Soit- 
CITORS’ JOURNAL 584, W. N., 1883, p. 125) referred to for the pro- 
position, ‘‘ The court will not remove the restraint in order to enable 
the to be dealt with on the presumption that the woman is 
past child-bearing;” but the more important point decided in the 
case—namely, that it was not in the power of the court simply to 
remove generally the restraint—is by unnoticed. 

These, however, are very slight faults, and count for nothing when 
set against the high merits of a book in which we are sure to find 
—_— a point of practice, and to find it more easily than any- 
w x 





PATENTS. 


Tue Pracrice As TO LETTERS PATENT FOR INVENTIONS, CoPYRIGHT 
In DESIGNS, AND REGISTRATION OF TRADE-MARKS, UNDER THE 
Patents, Desicns, AND TrapE-Marxks Act, 1883. By W. N. 
Lawson, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, Recorder of Richmond. Butter- 


The book now before us is one of considerable merit. The 
author has evidently bestowed upon it much time and trouble and 
thought, and the result is that it may fairly be described as a thorough 
book. Mr. Lawson has not contented himself with reprinting the 
Act and Rules, or even with noting up a few cases against some of 
the more inent sections of the Act, but he has gone carefully 
through all the authorities, and given his reader the fruits of his re- 
searches in numerous notes which, while sufficiently concise, yet con- 
tain the substance of the bulk of the decisions down to the present 
time on the practice in cases of patents, registered designs, and trade- 
marks. The extent of ground which his book is to cover is a matter 
which every author must decide for himself; Mr. Lawson has 
decided that his book shall, except in the case of designs, be confined 
to matters of practice. This we regret, for the consequence will 
inevitably be that ag ey oy in patent cases will have to supplement 
the information to be found in this work with other information to be 
found elsewhere. A book dealing with tthe law of patents, which 
= all treatment of such topics as subject-matter, 
novelty, sufficiency of the ification, and infringement, must of 
necessity produce something of the effect of Hamlet with the part 
of Hamlet omitted, even though the scope of the book be, as in this 
case, limited at the outset to the exposition of points of practice. 
We regret that the book has been thus curtailed all the more on 
account of the excellence of the workmanship in other respects. A 
good specimen of the thoroughness with which Mr. Lawson has gone 
to work is his note to section 25 of the Act, deali 


. —_ 7 npc lige Lage” = prolongations 
patents. is note no less eleven closely-prin 8 
of small type, and is in substance, though not in name, * cha; ion 
extension, in which the authorities are fully examined and detailed. If 
this had been followed up by a imen set of petitioners’ accounts, 
in a form ed by the Judicial Committee, a valuable addition 
would have made. The remarks in the preface with respect to 


the 2 sagen alg - at wong on the Board of Trade strike us 
as being very just. ¢ idea was to give applicants a cheap method 
of having their wishes fulfilled, but if it should turn ont tah the 
result is to debar them from taking the opinion of a court of law, 
the concession will have been duck purchased. The remarks at the 
same with to costs under the Act are also instructive. 
It is a pity that the table of cases does not follow the modern plan of 


——_-— 


A Dicest or Patent Law snp Cases, INCORPORATING THE PrRo- 
Visions OF THE Patents Act, 1883. By H. A. A. Garipiey, 
Barrister-at-Law. M. Ward & Co. 


The object of this work is stated in the preface to be to present as 


Patents Act, 1883. In some respects the work is well done; thug 
the numerous cases cited have as a rule been carefully examined and 
are correctly stated; but, on the other hand, there are several draw. 
backs, not the least of which is an extreme difficulty in finding any. 
thing for which one is looking. The subjects are arranged in chapters, 
such as ‘‘ The Application,” ‘‘The Patent,” ‘‘ Compulsory Licences,” 
and soon; but it is obvious that in very many instances the same 

rinciple requires re-stating under several different heads, or that at 
east numerous cross-references should be given, for a busy man 
cannot spare the time to read through the whole book when looking 
for one point. To illustrate what we mean, under the head of 
‘* Revocation ’’ we should have expected to find a complete statement 
as to the grounds of repeal by scire facias, but all that is given isa 
statement from Coke’s 4th Institute that scire facias will lie ft ) where 
a second patent has been granted for the same thing as a prior 
patent; (2) where a patent has been obtained in fraud ; (3) wheres 
patent is not legally valid. Not a hint is given here of when a patent 
is or is not le valid; nor is there a cross-reference of any kind; 
but to find out when a patent is not legally validthe reader must, so 
far as we can see, search through the whole book from cover to cover, 
This is too great a task to undertake. The fact is that a digest is 
a very difficult thing to compile ; either the cases should be arranged 
under the different heads, eS repeated wherever necessary, or referred 
to by the fullest cross: references ; or else the cases should be separately 
abstracted and di in a index. Neither of these plans is 
followed here. e author has evidently taken a good deal of pains 
to get at the pith of his cases, but we think he has failed to 
appreciate how puzzling it is to a reader to have the Act of Par- 
liament dislecated and picked to pieces, and one section or part of a 
section put in at one page, and the following section or part of a 
section put in at fifty s off, with no print of the Act in the 
form in which it pas through Parliament noted, so as to show 
where these ‘‘ disjecta membra” are to be found. 





THe New Law oF PATENTS, DESIGNS, AND TRADE-MARKS; BEIN- 
THE PaTENTs, &c., Act, 1883, WITH THE RULES AND Forms 
FULLY ANNOTATED, &c., &0. By E. Morton DANIEL, Barrister, 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes; Vacher & Sons. 


This work deals with all the three subjects regulated by the 
Patents Act, 1883. It contains a treatise on the law of patents, 
designs, and trade-marks, and also numerous notes to the sections of 
the Act, which is printed after the treatise. There is no attempt, and 
Mr. Daniel frankly states that there is no attempt, at being absolutel 
complete, but, notwithstanding this, there is in the k muc 
information, tersely and well put, and easily discoverable. The 
trade-marks part of the work strikes us as having received Mr. 
Daniel’s ial care, possibly owing to his having previously brought 
out a work on the same subject. This being so, we should have 
expected from him some observations upon section 87, which appears, 
prima facie, to give some rather novel licensing powers to owners of 
trade-marks, who, in this respect, hardly stand on the same footing 
as owners of patents. The statement of the law of patents seems to 
be well done, but it is very inconvenient to have no side notes to the 
paragraphs, to serve as guides in directing the reader’s attention. 
The disadvantages of an applicant’s paper being open to ee 
during the period allowed for entering an opposition are forcibly 
stated in the note to section 10. The note to section 106 is alsoa 
useful commentary on an entirely new enactment. Some references 
to the Act would have been useful in the various: sets of rules, and 
the author might have been less chary in the references he gives for 
the cases he cites. But if anyone, layman or lawyer, wishes to have 
a good general idea of the law contained in the Patents Act, and does 
not wish to give the money or time _e buying and reading 
a more elaborate work, he will probably well content with the 
book which Mr. Daniel has produced. 





THe Parents, Designs, AND TRADE-Marxs Act, 1883, &o. By 
Z R. BovusFreEtp, Assoc. Inst. C.E., Barrister-at-Law. Henry 
weet. 


In this work Mr. Bousfield has, it seems to us, given the pro- 
fession something which might have been worked out without much 
assistance—viz., a system of references from the Rules to the Act, 
and not much else. We should have expected thatsa book which was 
intended to be of real service would have used the different sections 
of the Act as pegs on which to hang dissertations on the various 
—_ of principle and practice which have come before the courts. 

ake, for instance, sections 28, 29, and 30. These might be used as 
an opportunity of giving the readers of the book a tolerably complete 
idea of patent practice, but we only find some four and a half pages, 
by no means closely printed, occupied by these sections and the 
notes thereto. And the notes to these sections are amongst the fullest 





concisely as possible the Law of Patents, altered as it is by the 


in the book. The seven short chapters which make up the preliminary 
treatise are carefully done, as far as they go, but they are far too 
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attenuated, and too little illustrated by authorities, to be of much 
use. With respect to trade-marks the author does not appear to be 
aware that any cases have been decided other than such as have 
found their way into the Law Reports, and with very few exceptions 
he ignores throughout the book the existence of any other reports 
that these. 





PLEADING. 


A SELECTION OF PRECEDENTS OF PLEADING. By JOHN CUNNING- 
HAM and Mines WALKER Mattison, Barristers-at-Law. SECOND 
Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Rules of 1883 have effected so great a in pleading that 
a second edition of Messrs. Cunningham and Macaskie’s well-known 
selection of Precedents had become almost absolutely necessary to 
the continuance of the work. In this edition ‘‘ the authors,” we are 
told, ‘‘ have endeavoured to enter into the spirit of the new system, 
and this has involved a complete recasting of the forms contained in 
the first edition” ; and we learn, too, that, finding considerable s 
left at their disposal ‘‘ by the material curtailment of the length of 
the forms,” they have included ‘‘a selection of pleadings adapted to 
the classes of actions assigned to the Chan Division.” The 
precedents are now arranged under nearly a hun different titles, 
and we are glad to be able to express our approval, in general, of the 
neat and workmanlike mode in which they are composed and put 
together. Here, however, our commendation must end. The — 
ing chapter, from which, if well done, both practitioner and student 
might have derived considerable assistance, is still sadly in need of 
condensation, being full of long extracts from judgments and 
rules; nor does it appear to have undergone as nal revisicn as it 
required by reason of the new rules. Again, in the notes we are 

resented with far too much substantive law, so much so that it is often 
‘ifficult to read the precedents continuously, which we take to be a 
serious defect in a book of this kind. It is only fair to state, how- 
ever, that the substantive law is, though too diffusively, very well 
stated, and we may mention as an instance of careful treatment the 
mode in which the different ‘‘ kinds of privilege” are dealt with. 
The Pleading Rules, which are very properly printed in the appendix, 
are printed in too small a type, “a without marginal notes or re- 
ferences to the text. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


IHE “NEW RULES” APPENDIX O. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—This appendix purports to give a list of older rules, orders, 
&c., repealed by the ‘‘ Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883”; and 
the list begins with ‘“‘The several Rules, Orders, and Forms con- 
tained in the Schedule and Appendix to the Supreme Court 
of Judicature Act (1873) Amendment Act.” I have searched in 
vain for any Act having the title ‘‘Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Act (1873) Amendment Act.” The Act of 1873 has been, 
as a matter of fact, amended by Acts in 1874, 1875, 
1877, 1879, 1881, and 1883; but each of these Acts has its own 
appropriate title, and such title does not, in any instance, 
appear to be a ‘‘ Supreme Court of Judicature Act (1873) Amend- 
ment Act.” The interpretation order in the new rules gives a general 
title to certain Acts, including most of those which I have mentioned, 
but does not give a fresh title to any individual Act. I sw pose it 
will be generally assumed that the ‘‘Supreme Court of Judicature 
Act, 1875,” is indicated by the words to which I have ventured to 
call attention, but it seems to me that some explanation may 
reasonably be expected by the public and the profession. 

Lincoln’s-inn, March 14. A. R. 








THE NEW PRACTICE. 


THIRD-PARTY PROCEDURE, 


THE tendency of the court seems to be in the direction of limiting 
the application of the third-party procedure under the new rules. 
There is no doubt that, although the general idea underlying the old 
rules ou the subject seemed, in the abstract, only reasonable and 
just, great difficulty and perplexity were ex bien in endeavouring 
to work it out in detail. The language of the new rule on the sub- 
ject (ord. 16, r, 48) is not nearly so wide as that of the old rule. It 
confines the application of third-party procedure to cases where the 
defeadant claims to be entitled to ‘ contribution or,indemnity ” over 





| is no doubt that a stringent construction of the 
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against an m not a party to the action. 
Pontifex v. Foord (32 W. R. 316, L. R. 12 Q. 
a lessee for breach of a covenant to repair, 
to bring in his sub-lessee as a third party, 
in respect of breach of a similar covenant 
under-lease. The coart held that this 
or indemnity within the new rules, on 
covenants were in each case in similar 
lease and the under-lease commenced 
covenant to repair must be 
character of the premises at the date 

obligation created by the covenants would be different 
lessor and lessee, and between the lessee an 
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”» would very much restrict the 
party ure. For instance, under the old 
sued a vendor for breach of warranty, the 

his vendor if the warranty was in identical 
It has been held in chambers that this can 
rules, but we are informed that the point has 
divisional court, and, though the Socket i 
actually been reversed, the case being at 
further argument having been 
disposition to come to the conclusion that 
in Pontifex v. Foord applied, and that the 
be brought in, on the ground that it was 
or indemnity properly so called. 


or indemni 


taal 
HE: 
ieltl 


gee 
i 


g 





R.8. C., 1883, orp. 46, x. 1—Jupemenr Creprrorn—SHAres sTaNDING 
IN THE NAME OF THE JuDGMENT Destor—CuHarcisG OrnpER—APPLICATION 
TO sELL—1 & 2 Vicr. c. 110, s. 14—Jurrcarure Act, 1873, s. 24.—In the 
case of Liggott vy. Western, which came before the Divisional Court Capes 
and Cave, JJ.), on March 5, the question arose as to the power of 
court to order the sale of certain shares belonging to the judgment 
debtor, in respect to which a beset J order been obtained under 
1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s.14. The plaintiff had obtained j against 
the defendant, with costs, in May, 1883, and in June, 1 obtained a 
charging order upon certain shares, which the defendant held in his own 
right, in the Zolus Waterspray, &c., Company, whereby the shares were 
charged 


February, 1884, the plaintiff applied an 
order for the sale of shares and the payment of the sum of £194 to the 
laintiff. ‘The matter was referred to the court. It was argued on 
behalf of the plaintiff that though, before the Judicature Act, 1873, a 
separate action would have been necessary in order to obtain a sale of the 
shares, section 24, sub-sections 4 and 7, of the Judicature Act, 1873, now 
gave the court power to order a sale in the original action, as i 
merely a mode of enforcing execution. The court, however, held that a 
separate action was still necessary. The statute 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 14, 
that the judgment creditor was to have all such remedies as he 

have been entitled to had the way ae made in his fa 
judgmentdebtor himself, and the 

ave been by a separate action; 
1873, did not give any more extensive remedy; and ord. 4 
which deals wii ann only says that ‘their effect shall be 
such as is provided by 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, ss. 14, 15." The Cover, there- 
fore, held that they had no power to make the 
action, and refused the application.—Soxicrrors, Parkers. 
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R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 16, nr, 48, 55—Cram acarmst Co-pErenpant— 
ConTRInuTion oR INDEMNITY.—In a case of Catton v. Bennett, before Kay, 
J., on the 8th inst., a question arose as to the right to serve notice of a 
claim to indemnity upon a co-defendant under ord. 16, r. 55. The action 
was for Cc of an tto purchase certain land, or, 
Fea nin Doce wie, hs wes shape, Ea sipaed to pemmens 

dants wit w it was 
Bennett, Ten, reamed cf denuaon, Chana that te Se entered into the 
tation by the auctioneers, who 


agreement in question upon a misrepresent 
had advertised that the whole purchase-money of freehold would be 


allowed to remain on m . He applied 

the auctioneers of a claim to , under ord. 16, r. ee 
damages that might be recovered him by the plaintiff, it 
argued that he should not be to do this, as the claim did not arise 


out of a contract of indemnity, but was, in for damages for a 
Kay, J., said the new ey ees tah conan i 
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or remedy,”* which were contained in the Rules of 1875, clearly 
that it was intended to restrict third-party procedure to cases of contri- 
bution and indemnity. The claim here was not for indemnity under any 


contract, but his } 

demnity at all. No 

question between the defendants than would 
aintiff and defendants. The decision, 

32 W. San Bet ib Be Techie tuk 0 sonenn touata not 

a case of in ity, an a 

favour of having the case between the defendants 

of this action, he felt he could not disregard that case, and must refuse 

the application. —Soxrcrroxs, Robert Jenkins ; H. Montagu. 
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JUDGES’ CHAMBERS.* 
QUEENS’ BENcH Division. 
(Before FIELD, J.) 


Feb. 18.—Brocklehurst v. The Railway Printing and Publishing Com- 
; pany (Limited) ; Eldridge and Pearson, Claimants. 


Interpleader—Debenture secured upon goods of company—Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, s. 17. 


This was an interpleader summons, referred to the judge for decision. 

The action was brought for the price of goods sold. J “ieee had 
been signed for £28 and costs, and execution had issued. Notice was 
thereupon given to the sheriff of two claims to the goods, and he inter- 

leaded. It appeared from the affidavits that the defendants had 
sorcery £1,500 by the issue of fifteen mortgage debentures, and that, 
to further secure the money so borrowed, they had assigned all their 
— machinery, stock-in-trade, &c., to J. Eldridge, as trustee for the 

benture-holders. This assignment was registered as a bill of sale, but 
was not in the form required by the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. The two 
claimants were Eldridge and Pearson, who was one of the debenture- 
holders. The form of the debenture was an undertaking by the company 
to pay the bearer £100, subject to the conditions indorsed thereon. One 
of the conditions was as follows:—‘‘ The holders of the said debentures 
are entitled, pari passu, to the benefit of an indenture, dated August, 1883, 
and made between the company of the one part and A. Eldridge (a 
trustee for the debenture-holders) of the other part, whereby all the 
ee some$ and rights of the company, both present and future, are charged 
with the payment of the said debentures.”’ 

A, Cock, for the execution creditor.—It is admitted that the assignment 
under which Eldridge claims does not comply with the requirements of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, and is, therefore, void if it comes within the 
operation of that Act. But it is said that it comes within section 17, 
which excepts debentures secured upon the capital stock of a company 
from the operation of the Act. This assignment, however, is not a 
debenture. It has been registered as a bill of sale. As to the claim of 
Pearson, who holds one of these debentures, it is submitted that they are 
not debentures secured upon the capital stock of the company. They do 
not themselves create any charge on the chattels of the company. The 
only thing that the holders have got by these debentures is such benefit as 
the assignment gives them. If the debenture itself conferred the title to 
the goods, or if it referred to a document that conferred a good title, it 
would be within the exception, But the only security it contains is the 
benefit of a certain deed, which deed, as against the execution creditor, is 


void. . 

Pollard, for the claimants.—The registration of the assignment as a bill 
of sale occurred through over-caution. It is in effect a debenture secured 
upon the capital stock of the company, and need not therefore be in the 
form required by the Act. But, at all events, the actual debentures are 
within the exception. By one of the conditions indorsed on them the 
holder is to be entitled to the benefit of an indenture whereby all the 

roperty of the company is charged with the payment of the debentures. 
e only question is whether those are debentures issued by an incorpor- 
ated society and secured upon its property. The form in which the result 
is arrived at does not matter. The mere intervention of a trustee makes 
no difference. If an instrument is issued by a corporation charging their 
property with the payment of money which it borrows from the holder, 
no matter how the charge is created, that instrument is within the excep- 
tion to the Bills of Sale Act. It is said that the instrument itself does not 
create a charge upon the property of the company ; but the answer to that 
is that it need not itself create the charge. The words of the section are, 
“‘secured upon.” If it is secured upon the property of the company 
qudcunque vid, that is sufficient. 

Fre.p, J.—The point in this case is new, and is one of general import- 
ance. I offered to refer it to the court for decision; but, owing to the 
smallness of the amount involved, and for other reasons, I was asked to 
give judgment myself; and, as I entertain a clear opinion upon the 
q Iam willing to do so, The plaintiff having obtained judgment 
opine the defendant company, the sheriff takes possession of a quantity 

goods on the premises of the company. Then two claimants to these 
goods appear. The first is Eldridge, who claims the goods under a deed 
of assignment, The second is Pearson, who claims the goods under an 
instrument which he calls a debenture. Now the goods were originally 
unquestionably the defendants’. ‘They could therefore only have become 
the property of Eldridge or of Pearson by some document passing the 
rat gay in the goods tothem. Eldridge claims under an assignment to 

by the company, which has been registered as a bill of sale. One 
a to it is that it does not ra y with the provisions of the 
sills of Sale Act, 1882, not being in the form required by that Act. Sec- 
tion 4 renders void all bills of that refer tothe goods under a general 
desciiption only, by providing that every bill of sale shall contain a 
schedule of the goods thereby conveyed, in order that a man who goes to 
the bill of sale registry office may be able to see whether any particular 
article is included in the bill of sale. There is no such schedule to this 
assignment, and it is, therefore, void under that section. It is also void 
under section 5, as it purports to pass after-acquired property. But, by 
section 17, ‘‘ debentures issued by any mortgage, loan, or other incorpor- 
ated company, and secured upon the capital stock or goods, chattels, 
and effects of such company,’ are excepted from the operation of the Act. 
Then, what is a debenture within the meaning of this section? The 
ordinary form is one by which a company undertakes to pay to holder a 





* Reported by. A. H. Brrrizgrom, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





sum of money, and says that that shall be a charge on the company’s 
property. It.is difficult to say exactly what it is a charge upon. It canng 
be intended to pass all the specific articles of property of the company tp 
each debenture-holder. I think that all that such a debenture gives ig 
not a right to any specific property, but a right to come in pari passu with 
the other debenture-holders, who are, of course, a fluctuating body, ang 
to claim the benefit of the security. In the case of Gardner v. Londo, 
Chatham, and Dover Railway Company (L. R. 2 Ch. 201) the form of 
debenture was that the company assigned to the plaintiff, his executors, 
administrators, and assigns, the general undertaking of the company, and 
all the tolls and sums of money arising out of it, and all the estate, right, 
title, and interest of the company in the same. It was held that the 
plaintiff had no title, under that debenture, to any rents or sale-moneys 
arising from superfluous lands of the company, or to the rolling stock 
and other goods and chattels of the company; but that he was 
entitled to have a receiver appointed as to the tolls, and to a 
account of what was due to him and to the other mortgagees who 
were entitled to rank pari passu with him on their debentures, 
As to the instrument under which Eldridge claims, that is not a debenture 
within this section, and is clearly a bill of sale, and, therefore, void for 
non-compliance with the Act. ‘I'‘hen comes the instrument under which 
Pearson claims, and which, he says, is a debenture within the section, 
and is, therefore, excluded from the operation of the Act. Probably the 
reason that the debentures there described are excluded is because they do 
not pass any property. Certainly the debentures in this case do not, 
whatever may be the case when they are in the ordinary form. What 
the debentures in this case give is the benefit of an assignment. Further, 
these debentures are payable to bearer, and are, therefore, transferable by 
delivery. If they pass. the property in the goods, no one could tell, at 
any given time, in whom the prcpery was. By the instrument 
the holder is only to be entitled pari passu with the fourteen 
other holders—that is, each one is not entitled to the whole of the prop. 
erty, but only to come in with the others and take his share of whatever 
passes by the assignment. As far asI can judge this debenture passes 
no property whatever in the goods. All that Pearson has is the right to 
come mm and take the benefit of a sale of these goods by Eldridge, who, 
as between grantor and grantee, is the owner of these goods under the 
assignment to him. 

Claimants barred, with costs to execution creditor and sheriff. 

Solicitors for the execution creditor, G. J. Nutt §& Co. 

Solicitors for the claimants, Robins, Cameron, § Kennu 


—_ 


Mar. 5.—The Gloucestershire Banking Company v. Phillipps and another, 
Executors; Creagh, Third Party. 


Third-party directions—Action stayed upon payment into court b 
defendant—Subsequent judgment against third party—Marri 
woman—Ord. 16, r. 52. 


This was an application by the defendants for directions as to the trial 
of the question between them and the third party, or for judgment against 
the third party, under ord. 16, r. 52. 

The action was brought against the defendants, as executors of CO. B. 
Phillipps, upon a guarantee given” by him to the plaintiff company for £300 
and interest, in respect of Mrs. Creagh’s banking account. The defend- 
ants served a third-party notice upon Mrs. Sreagite claiming to be 
indemnified by her against all liability under the said guarantee, on the 
ground that it was made and given at her request and for her accommoda- 
tion; and Mrs, Creagh entered an appearance pursuant to the notice. 
The defendants then paid into court the sum of £291 10s., which sum the 
ae on January 29, accepted in satisfaction of their claim. 

ebruary 5 this summons was taken out, and was heard on February 8 by 
Master Dodgson, who refused to make any order. On February 12 an 
order was made to stay the action, upon the ground of the plaintiffs’ 
acceptance of the sums paid into court. 

In support of the present appeal, one of the defendants had made an 
affidavit setting out the above facts, and stating that the third party had 
no defence to the claim of the defendants to be indemnified by her. 

On behalf of the third party, it was contended that leave could not be 
given to sign judgment against a third party after an order had been 
made staying the action, and that, in any case, such leave could not be 
given where the third party was a married woman, 

The cases of Caister v. Chapman (ante, p. 270) and Flower v. Todd (anet, 
p. 801) were referred to. 

Fretp, J.—This case falls within the principle of Flower vy. Todd. 
The third party has no defence to the defendants’ claim to be indem- 
et and I will make an order for judgment against her, limited as 

ollows :— 

Order, pager that any separate estate of Catherine Hermione 
Brasier Creagh, the wife of Kilner Brasier Creagh, not subject to any 
restraint against anticipation to which the said C. H. B. Creagh, at the 
date of the guarantee of the 5th of July, 1882, in the affidavit of H. P. 
Phillipps, filed in this action on the 


day of mentioned, was, 
and to which at this 


nt date she still is entitled, is chargeable with 
the payment to the defendants of the sum of £291 10s.) and interest at 
the rate of four per cent. per annum from this date until payment. 

court doth direct that an inquiry be had before one of the masters, 
whether the said C. H. B. Creagh at the date of such guarantee had, and 
whether she now has, any and what se te estate, and of what it con- 
sists, and from what it has arisen, and in whom the same is vested, and 
whether the same is charged or liable to the payment of any and what 
debts or charges, and whether the sum is free gg restraint on anticipa- 
tion. And that the said defendants be at liberty to apply at chambers 
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Mar. 6.—Macdonald v. Autelme, Paterson, & Co, 


Ascertaining damages, in default of appearance—Order for inquiry 
before master—Giving evidence of witnaatie abroad by affidavit— 
Ord. 13, r. 5; ord. 36, r. 57; ord. 37, r. 1. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of a master to order that the amount 
of damages should be ascertained by a master instead of by a writ of in- 
quiry, and that the evidence of two of the plaintiff's witnesses should be 
given by affidavits. 

The action was brought to recover omege for breach of a charter. 

. Judgment had been signed in default of apeenene The breach 
h question was for delay in loading a vessel at Newcastle, New South 
Wales. The amount claimed was about £8 per day for sixteen days, and 
incidental expenses. 

Winch, for the plaintiff.—As the amount claimed is small, it is desired 
to have the inquiry before a master, mn order to save expense. The master 
thought that the amount of damages sought to be recovered were not 
substantially a matter of calculation within ord. 36, r. 57; but this ap- 

tion is made under the last words of ord. 13, r. 5, which are quite 
general. The two witnesses whose evidence itis oe to give by affidavit 
reside at Newcastle, and were acting for the plaintiff in this matter. By 
ord. 87, r. 1, a judge may order any part of the evidence to be by 
affidavit. 

The defendants did not appear. 

Fretp, J., ordered that the amount of the damages should be ascertained 
by a master, and that the evidence of the witnesses at Newcastle, New 
South Wales, should be given by affidavit. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, R. Miller, Wiggins, ¢ Naylor. 


Mar. 7.—0O’Meara v. Stone and another. 


Interrogatories—Leave to deliver—Action for negligence—Particu- 
lars—Ord. 31, r. 1. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of a master to give the defendants 
leave to interrogate. 

The action was brought to recover damages for Pre injuries 
occasioned to the plaintiff by the negligent driving of the defendant's 
servant. The statement of defence denied the negligence and alleged 
contributory negligence. 

L. G. Pike, for the defendants.—It is desired to interrogate the plain- 
tiff as to what the negligence is that he alleges, and what the damages 


are. 
W. A. Attenborough, for the plaintiff. 
Fretp, J.—The defendants can obtain all the information that they are 
asking for by means of particulars. 
Appeal dismissed ; costs, plaintiff’s in any event. 
Solicitors for the plaintiff, Saxelby § Faulkner. 
Solicitor for the defendants, Geo. Walker. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Sorrcrron—Costs—TaxaTron—NEGLIGENCE—Power or Taxinc Master. 
—In a case of In re Massey and Carey, before the Court of Appeal on the 
6th inst., a question of considerable importance to solicitors arose, with 
regard to the power of a taxing master, in taxing the costs of an action, 
to disallow items, on the ground that the proceedings in of which 
they are charged have been rendered necessary only by reason of the 
negligence or mistake of the solicitor who has made the c . In the 
present case the defendant to an action, who was himself a solicitor, 
employed other solicitors (as the court held) to act as his solicitors in the 

on. The plaintiff having delivered a reply to the defendant’s state- 
ment of defence, these solicitors sent it to the defendant. He said nothing 
to them and they made no suggestion to him, and, as a matter of fact, no 
rejoinder to the reply was delivered within the time limited by the rules 
forthat purpose. After the expiration of that time counsel ad that it 
was desirable for the interests of the defendant that a rejoinder should be 
delivered. Application was then-made to the court for leave to deliver a 
rejoinder, notwithstanding the expiration of the time, and this leave was 
| cape upon the terms of the defendant paying the plaintiff's costs of 
application. These costs were paid the defendant’s solicitors. 
The defendant afterwards applied by motion ex parte to the Lancaster 
Chancery Court for the common order for the delivery and taxation, as 
between solicitor and client, of the bill of costs of his solicitors in rela- 
tion to the action. This order having been made, the bill was delivered, 
and was taxed by the district registrar. Among other items, the bill con- 
tained charges for the costs of the proceedings to obtain the leave to 
deliver the rejoinder, both the defendant’s own costs and the costs paid 
to the plaintiff. The registrar disallowed all these items, and his decision 
was confirmed by Bristowe, V.C., and afterwards by the Court of Appeal 
(Corrox, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.). In support of the appeal it was con- 
nea that the registrar had no jurisdiction to go into the question of 
his own hands, and the 
Oorron, L.J., said that the case must be treated on the 
tion between solicitor and client. The ex parte order was 


mce, and also that the defendant had really taken the matter into 
negligence was his, not that of the solicitors. 
of a taxa- 

by the | 
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of proceedings on payment. Probably at common law, if the objection 
was that the whole action had failed by reason of the e of the 
solicitor, that would be considered a question to be decided, not 
by the master. but im an action by the client ce. Probably 
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t1on.—In a case of Wright v. Sanderson, before the Court of Appeal on the 
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27th ult., a question of great importance arose with regard to the execu- 
tion of wills—viz., whether, when a will is ex facie duly executed, probate 
ought to be refused, in a case where there is no suggestion of fraud, merely 
because the persons whose names appear as attesting witnesses cannot, 
when examined, recollect either having seen the testator sign the docu- 
ment, or that his signature was there before they signed, and did not 
know the nature of the document which they were signing. This action 
was brought to determine the validity of the execution of a codicil. The 
testator had executed a will in 1868. This will was drawn for him by a 
solicitor, and was duly attested by him and one of his clerks, 
both at the end, after an attestation clause in the ordinary form, and also 
at the foot of each of the preceding sheets, which were all — in 
the mght corner by the testator, and in the left corner by the wit- 
nesses ; the word “‘ witness’ preceding the signature of the witnesses. 
In 1878 he and. wrote a holograph codicil, commencing on the 
lower half of the same sheet of paper on which was the signature and 
attestation to the will, and carried over to, and ending upon, the fly or 
blank sheet which followed it. He copied the attestation clause of the 
will on the left side of the concluding , opposite the place for his 
own oe with the substitution of the words ‘‘ as and to be a codicil 
to his will and testament’ for ‘‘ as and to be his last will,’ &c., and 
with the addition, after the words ‘‘ have hereunto subscribed our names 
as witnesses,’’ of the date, ‘‘this twenty-fifth day of July, one thousand 
eight hundred and seventy-eight.’’ He also wrote the word “‘ witness ”’ 
at the foot and in the left corner of the preceding page. This codicil, as 
unded for probate, bore the signature of the testator, with the date, 
of July, 1878, below it, in the usual place, to the right of the 
attestation clause, corresponding with the place of the final signature to 
the will ; and immediately below the attestation clause were the signatures 
of the two witnesses, also in the usual place, like the signatures of the 
attesting witnesses to the will. At the foot of the preceding page there 
was also (in the right corner) the signature of the testator; and, in the 
left corner, immediately after the word ‘‘ witness,’”’ were the signatures 
of the same two attesting witnesses. The attesting witnesses were the 
nursery governess and the nurse who were in the testator’s employment. 
was no doubt as to the genuineness of their signatures, and they 
both, when examined, remembered signing their names, at the request of 
the testator, on the day on which the codicil bore date, but neither of 
them could recollect seeing the testator write his name, or that his 
signature was on the document before they signed their names. The 
governess stated that she on principle abstained from looking at the 
writing on the paper which she signed, just as she would have abstained 
from looking at a letter. The nurse, according to her own account, was 
in a very nervous and flurried state when she wrote her name. Each of 
the witnesses said that she did not know the nature of the document 
which she was signing. Hannen, P., admitted the codicil to probate, 
and his decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Lord Sze.zornez, 
C., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) Lord Szizornez, C., said that 
of the genuineness of the signatures, both of the testator and of the 
there was no question, nor could there, in his opinion, be any 

question, either as to the intention of the testator to make a valid and 
effectual codicil to his will, or of his knowledge (though he was not a 
lawyer) of what was legally necessary for that purpose. The indubitable 
facts of the case, including all that appeared ez facie of the instrument, 
were, therefore (as far as they went), in favour of the codicil; and he 
could not think that the presumptions in its favour (so far as presump- 
tions ought to have woght) ‘were appreciably less than they were in the cases 
of Lloyd v. Roberts (12 Moore, 158), Blake v. Knight (3 Curt. 547), Cooper v. 
Bockett (3 Curt. 649,4 Moore, 419), Leech v. Bates (6 Notes of Cases, 
704), ea v. Showler (1 Rob. 12, 13), also in Gwillim v. Gwillim, 

decided by Sir C. Cresswell in 1859; as to which case his lordship 

with what was said by Jessel, M.R., in Blake v. Blake (L. R.7P. D. 
102), and did not regard its authority as shaken. ‘‘The first point to 
consider is [said Sir Herbert Jenner Fust in Blake v. Knight (2 Curt. 561)], 
is it absolutely necessary to have positive affirmative testimony by. the 
subscribed witnesses that the will was actually signed in their presence, 
or actually acknowledged in their presence? Is it absolutely necessary, 
all circumstances, that the witnesses should concur in stating that 
facts took place? Or is it absolutely necessary, where the witnesses 
ot swear positively, that the court should pronounce against the 
the will? I think these are not absolute requisites to the 
awill. I think the court must take into consideration all the 
circumstances of the case, and judge from them collectively whether there 
not at least an acknowledgment of a signature already existing on the 
of the will at the time of attestation.”” Then, after referring to the 
evidence in that case, he observed that the testator ‘‘ must have known 
how to give to a testamentary paper in the year 1838. No doubt 
the memory of the witnesses failed them with reference to circumstances 
happening nearly four years ago. The court cannot safely trust to the 
po ator. cpa Pemmeper tee ze neces; it must attend to the 
facts of the case, and say whether it is satisfied that the name of the 
deceased was written to the will when the witnesses signed it ; whether it 
was signed in their presence or signed beforehand and acknowledged in 
.”? In Cooper v. Boskett the evidence was given within only 
8 few months of the attestation, but the same judge, on the same prin- 
ciples, disregarded it, saying, ‘‘ Where the res geste do not confirm the 
impressions of the witnesses, the court must look at the circumstances of 
the case, as it is always at liberty to do.” That decision was confirmed 
by the Privy Council, and among the circumstances which the Committee 
entitled to weight was the balance of reasonable probability. 

The reasons stated by Dr. Lushin for the decision of the Judicial 
Committee in Lloyd y. Roberts (12 » 165) proceeded upon the same 
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holograph will on the face of which everything was regular, and whey 
there was no: question of fraud. In the present case (as in others of the 
same kind) there was neither any suspicion of fraud nor any ground fg 
calling in question the integrity of the witnesses. They gave they 
evidence between four and five years after the date of the transaction, g 
distance of time after which (as in Blake v. Knight) it might reaso: 

be ted that their recollection would be imperfect. Upon the 
ence his lordship could not hesitate to come to the conclusion that the 
name of the testator had certainly been — to the codicil in both the 
places in which it now ap before either of the two witnesses (who 
unquestionably signed in his presence, and in the presence of each o 
attested either of those signatures. The testator’s signature, if there 
at the time, was patent and obvious; not only it might have been 

but (unless the witnesses had purposely abstained from looking) it mnt 
have been seen by them in both places. It was not hidden, or folded, @ 
covered up in any way; and the date, ‘‘ July 25, 1878’ (which was 

to have been the actual date of the attestation), appeared, both below the 
principal signature of the testator and at the end of the attestation 
clause in his handwriting. It was impossible, in his lordship’s opinion, 
to doubt that both the witnesses knew they were asked to witness, and 
were witnessing, something, though the testator only asked them to 
‘sign,’ and might not have uttered the word ‘“‘attest’’ or ‘‘ witness,” 
or said that the paper was his will or a codicil to his will. If they did 
not look at the attestation clause, the word ‘‘witness’’ immediately 
preceding their signatures on the preceding e could not have been 
invisible to them. It was plain that all the difficulty in this case had 
arisen from the excessive scrupulousness of the one witness about using 
her eyes at all upon such an occasion, and from the nervous preoccupation 
of the other, who doubted her ability to sign her own name, and could 
not remember having seen any writing whatever upon the a. His 
lordship agreed with Hannen, P., that by far the most probable and 
reasonable conclusion was that the testator, when he placed the codial 
upon the table, then and there signed it with the pen which he heldin 
his hand. For what other purpose should he have carried his own pen 
with him through the house into a room where he must have known there 
would be pens as well as ink? The witnesses said that they did not ses 
him write, but it was clear that they did not take much notice of what he 
did when the paper was first laid on the table, and if he signed in their 
presence that would be enough. His lordship did not, under the circum- 
stances, think it necessary to say anything about the alternative case of 
acknowledgment, which Hannen, P., considered not to arise. If it had 
been necessary to do so, he should have desired carefully to consider the 
effect of such authorities as Keigwin v. Keigwin (3 Curt. 607), Leech vy. 
Bates, In re Bosanquet (2 Rob. 577), Jones v. Jones (1 Deane & Sw. 3), and 
Gwillim v. Gwillim (3 Sw. & T. 201). The —e which Dr. —a 
ton, in Burgoyne v. Showler (1 Rob. 12), said was that on which Sir 
Jenner Fust always acted, in the absence of sufficient recollection on 
the part of the witnesses, was, that he would presume the will to be duly 
executed. COorron, L.J., and Fry, L.J., concurred.—Souicrrors, Cunliffe, 
Beaumont, § Davenport ; Brooks, Jenkins, & Co. 





ReckrvER—CREDITOR’s ADMINISTRATION ACTION—EXECUTORS NOT ADMITTING 
Assets—JvupicaturE Act, 1873, s. 25, sup-secrions 8, 11.—In a case of 
Philipsv. Jones, before the Court of Sages on the 6th inst., a question arose 
as to the appointment of a receiver. e action was brought by a creditor 
for the administration of an estate. The only und alleged for asking 
for a receiver was, that the executors did not admit assets, and that they 
would be entitled, according to the settled rule in equity, before judg- 
ment in the action, to pay in full any creditor whom they might choose 
to prefer. Reliance was placed on the power given to the court by sub- 
section 8 of section 25 of the Judicature Act, 1873, to appoint 8 
receiver by an interlocutory order ‘‘in all cases in which it shall appear to 
the court to be just or convenient that such order should be made’? and 
on an observation made by Jessel, M.R., in European Assurance Society Y. 
Radcliffe (26 W.R. 417, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 733), in which case, when deciding 
that the old rule in equity, that an executor is entitled, at any time 
before adecree is made in an administration suit of which he has notice, 
to pay a creditor in full, still remained in force, he added, ‘‘ the only 
way to prevent such payments being made is by the plaintiff, upon 
issuing the writ, immediately applying for and obtaining a receiver.” 
Bristowe, V.C., declined to eg A a receiver, and the Court of Apes 
(Cerron, Bowzn, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed his decision. The Court 
said that sub-section 8 of section 25 of the Judicature Act only 
gave the court power to appoint a receiver in aid of irra 
—. The words ‘‘just and convenient’? must be constr 

th reference to the existing law of the country. To accede to 
the present application would amount to a reversal of the decision ‘of the 
House of Lords in Darston v. Lord Orford (Prec. in Ch. 188, Colles, 229), 
which established the right of an executor to pay a creditor in full, after 
the institution of a suit to administer the testator’s estate, but before decree. 
The observations of Jessel, M.R., in European Assurance Society v. Radcliffe, 
were only dicta, not necessary to his decision in that tase; if they were 
intended'to be a decision that in any creditor’ sadministration action, without 
making any case, merely because that executor would not admit 
assets, a receiver would be appointed, they were inconsistent with the 
course of authority.—Soxicrrors, Gill ¢ Archer, Liverpool; H. Forshaw § 
Hawkins, Liverpool. 





Wrui1—Exgcurep on Execurory Girr—Brquest or Contents or Hovss 
—JEWELLERY AT Banxers— Dmection To pay Lecacy Dury—Sperciric 
Lecactzs.—In the case of In re E. M. Johnston, deceased, Oockereliv. The Earl 





principles, and upon the presumption in favour of the due execution of a } 


of Essex, before Chitty, J., on the 29th ult. and 10th inst., several questions 


aH 












followi 
as is m: 
and his 
leaseho 
the sai 
to go 
og 
in the 
statual 
held a 
them 
of fur 
conten 
select 

Ww 


SEESERRTEEEEL! 


See 


ee 


ee omweeeweasst SIR ASC ERPE HOSE 2Z 222 se 













re 


1884, 
——= 
and 

ers of 
round {gp 
save their 
saction, a 
CASO 

the eyj 

1 that the 
both the 


ut 








Sach 

















March 15, 1884, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


361 











of construction arose upon the will of the testatrix, Miss E. M. Johnston. 
It-appeared that the testatrix and the late Catherine, Dowager Countess of 
Essex, being niece and aunt, had for many years lived er in a house 
in Belgrave-square. In 1874 the two ladies, who were both at that time 
advanced in years, executed wills of even date in each other’s favour. By 
that of the Countess of Essex, Miss Johnston received the whole of the 
eountess’s property absolutely, comprising the house in Belgrave-square, 
and valuable a statuary, and china therein, which, together 
with the house, had been bequeathed to the countess by her deceased 
husband. The Countess of Essex died in February, 1882. In the 
following March Miss Johnston made a codicil to her will, which, so far 
as is material, was as follows :—‘‘I bequeath to the sixth Earl of Essex 
and his successors all my plate. I also give, devise, and bequeath my 
leasehold or other residence in Belgrave-square and the lease thereof to 
the said Earl of Essex, and to his successors, and to be enjoyed with and 
to go with the title. And as to all the household furniture, tings, 
i , books, china, and the whole contents of my said house, I bequeath 
the same to my trustees and executors upon trust that they do and shall, 
in the first ~— select and set aside a collection of the t ——— 
statuary, and china for the said Earl of Essex and his successors, to 
held and settled as heirlooms and to go with the title, and I authorize 
them to give to the said Earl of Essex or his successors any articles 
of furniture if they shall think fit, and as to all the rest or residue of the 
contents of my said house upon trust for my trustees and executors to 
select presents for any of my late aunt Catherine, Countess of Essex, and 
my own friends, and to present them as a remembrance of us; and I direct 
my trustees to present any portion of the residue of the contents of my 
said house to my cousins if they shall think fit, or to sell the same, and 
the money so_ received to form part of my residuary per- 
sonal estate.” The testatrix also directed ‘‘all the legacies 
left by my will to be paid free of legacy duty.” In 
December, 1882, Miss Johnston died. Questions arose whether the 
gift of the plate, house, and other chattels in favour of the earl and his 
successors, &c., was an executed trust in favour of the sixth earl 
absolutely, or whether it was an executory trust, and if the latter, 
whether the bequests should be assured to the sixth earl for life, with 
remainder to the next successor to the title absolutely, or should be 
assured as nearly as possible with the devolution of the title within the 
extreme limits of the rule of perpetuities. It also appeared that 
part of the property of Miss Johnston which had come to her under the 
will of the late Countess of Essex consisted of a box, containing valuable 
jewellery, being the countess’s personal ornaments. This box was, 
during the countess’s life-time, usually kept at her bankers, but on the 
day of the countess’s death was delivered by them to Miss Johnston, at 
grave-square, by that lady’s order. Miss Johnston, in October, 1882, 
left London and then returned the box to the bankers, and it remained 
with them till her death, The question arose whether the box of jewellery 
was comprised in the gift of the contents of the house in Belgrave-square, 
and whether the trustees would be justified in selecting from the 
jewellery presents for the friends of the countess and Miss Johnston. The 
question further arose whether the direction to pay legacy duty applied 
to the payment of duty on the plate, &c., and the case of Ansley v. Cotton 
(16 L. J. Ch. 55) was cited in support of the contention that such 
a direction was oe to legacies which were not monetary. Currry, 
J., said that, with regard to the box of jewellery, he must hold upon the 
facts that it by the will among the contents of the house. The 
locality of the box could, without error, have been given as Belgrave- 
square, for the box had been placed at the bankers merely for safe 
custody, in accordance with a custom which might be said to be usual 
with many persons, who, when leaving London, or when they did not 
_— their valuables for actual use, placed them with their bankers for 
ety. It was true that the descriptive words in the codicil did not 
specify jewellery, but the articles of jewellery appeared to be peculiarly 
appropriate for selection of the mementos directed by the testatrix. 
It was, moreover, to be borne in mind that at the date of the codicil, and 
indeed for some time before and after that date, the box was in the house 
inthe possession of the testatrix, and was returned her when she 
left town. Upon her return to town she was in her last , and very 
shortly afterwards died, otherwise she might have again ordered the box 
to be returned to Belgrave-square. The court must, therefore, hold that 
the box was part of the contents of the house in Belgrave-square, out of 
which the trustees and executors could, at their discretion, select the presents 
orfriends. If they liked, they could select the relations of Miss Johnston who 
were the residuary legatees under her will asthe friends to be benefited 
by the selection. If other persons were selected, the residuary legatees 
would be entitled to the articles of jewellery remaining undisposed of. 
With reference to the question arising under the direction to pay legacy 
duty, he held that such a direction comprised the non-monetary legacies. 
For the term ‘‘ paid” could not be allowed to cut down the generality of 
the terms ‘“‘ all the legacies,” and by the use of that ion it was 
clear that the testatrix had wished every legatee to have the benefit of 
the direction. With regard to the interpretation to be put upon the 
uests to the Earl of Essex and his successors, his lordship reserved 


ent. ‘ 

On the 10th inst., judgment was delivered by Chitty, J., upon 
the following — y the testatrix, in the action:—‘‘I bequeath 
to the sixth Earl of Essex and to his successors all my plate. I 
also give, devise, and ueath my leasehold or other residence in 

ve-square and the lease thereof to the said Earl of 
to his successors, and to be enjoyed with and go wi 
title. And as to all the household furniture, paintings, 
china, and the whole contents of my s:id house, I ueath the 
my trustees and executors upon trust that they do shall, in 


Fel 


4 
i 





place, select and set aside a collection of the best paintings, statuary, 
and china for the said Earl of Essex and his successors, to be held and 
settled as heirlooms and to go with the title, and I authorize them to 
to the said Earl of Essex or his y of furniture if they 
shall think fit.’? Currry, J., said that the first point for decision was 
whether the bequests should be construed 
ought to be taken together, so that the same 
to one and to all. The rule on this point was 
(vol. 2, 4th ed., p. 843) to be that several independent devises not gram- 
matically connected or united by the expression of a common 
Snenlghtstocendestasth insantioetaal relationship, prc cy 
itmight beconj m similarity, or , OF 
Seen ne Cotes et eee seat pe There 
must be an apparent design to connect them. ving examined 
the paseo was satisfied that was as stated. the 
before him it was to be observed that the 
i ndent clause, and that, wii 
employed different language. 
distinguished by — divided into classes—into direct gifts as 
ed the plate and house, and ‘into an ey ee 
collection of heirlooms. He, therefore, had arrived at the conclusion 
each was to be interpreted separately. With the 
plate, holding this to a direct gift, it was in accordance with the 
authorities to hold that the gift to the earl and to his successors was a 
gift to the earl absolutely, the words ‘‘ and to his successors’’ bemg 
words of limitation and not of purchase (Tyrone v. Lord Waterford, 1 D. F. 
& J. 613). With respect to the gift of the house in Belgrave-square, the 
same language was used as in that of the plate, with the addition of the 
words, ‘‘and to be enjoyed with and to go with the title.” These addi- 
tional words, however, were not sufficient to create an executory trust or 
any executed trust or binding pe a rape? affecting the named donee, or 
to cut down his interest to a simple life estate (Shelley v. Shelley, 16 W. R. 
1036, L. R. 6 Eq. 540; Lord Exmouth v. Praed, 31 W. R. 545, L. R. 23 
Ch. D. 158). The additional words were not qualified by the usual and 
necessary phrase, ‘‘ so far as the rules of law an —~ permit.’’ There- 
fore, if construed as a direct gift or as an executed trust in favour of the 
persons taking the title successively, the gift would have to be held void 
as being an attempt to create a perpetuity. The authorities, however, and 
especially that of Montagu v. Lord Inchiquin (23 W. R. 592), went to show 
that in a case like the present the named donee was absolutely entitled. 
With respect to the gift of the statuary, paintings, and china, this was 
clearly a gift to trustees with a direction to settle. It was an executory 
gift with the objects ascertained. Notwithstanding some expressions of 
Lord Brougham in TZollemache v. Coventry (2 Cl. & F. 611), it was clear from 
other authorities that a settlement might be made of chattels to accom- 
y (within the limits allowed by law) the devolution of a dignity. Ina 
irection to settle, the omission of the qualifying » **so far as the 
rules of law and equity permit,’’ was immaterial, for, in making a settle- 
ment, the court would so frame the limitations as not to infringe the rule 
of tuities. A settlement of this uest would, therefore, be 
direc h all possible included in suck a settlement 
were not then before him, he had asked to give an indication of his 
opinion as to the frame of the settlement. Without giving any binding 
opinion, his view was that the first limitation would be to the t earl for 
ife, with remainder for life to Lord ny heir ptive to the title) 
if he should survive the earl, and as Ca: no son living at the 
death of the testatrix, with remainder absolu' to such one, 1f any, of Lord 
Capell’s male issue as should next succeed to the earldom. There should 
also be an alternative concurrent trust in favour of collaterals. With re- 
spect to the gift of furniture, it t be added that this was not made 
subject tu any direction to settle. It was a power to the trustees to give 
absolutely. e trustees would, probably, at once proceed to exercise 
their power in favour of the present earl. During his lifetime they could 
resent no portion of the furniture to Lord portion of the 
ole not disposed of by the trustees would into the residue. In 
accordance with the usual rule, the costs of the action must come out of 
the residuary estate.—Souicrrorns, €. FE. Baker; Fladgate, Smith, 
Fladgate ; J. Hassard ; Roopers §¢ Whateley. 


TRaDE-MARK—ABANDONMENT—ACQUIESC ‘Trape-Marxs Reorstrra- 
tron Acts, 1875—1877.—In the case of Monson ¢ Co. v. Boehm, before 
arose as to abandonment and 
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of his soaps with the mark had fallen off and become comparatively 


small, and, indeed, had disappeared to such an extent that Boehm,-who 
was the owner of a vast number of marks for soap, &c., admitted that he 
had forgotten the mark. But to constitute abandonment an intention to 
abandon must be shown. Mere non-user of a trade-mark could no more 
be said to constitute abandonment than the mere non-user of a right to 
foul a stream belonging to a mill as an easement could be said to con- 
stitute an abandonment of the easement. In such acase, however, if the 
mill were pulled down, or even in ruins, such an intention might arn 
be inferred: Crossley v. Lightowler (15 W. R. 801, L. R. 2 Ch. 478). 
Boehm, however, had neither broken up his moulds nor erased this trade- 
mark from his books and lists. On the contrary, he had continued to 
issue the mark in the trade-lists of his firm. It was also to be borne in 
mind that Boehm’s business as a soap manufacturer and exporter was 
being carried on as usual during the period during which it was 
alleged that abandonment took place. Furthermore, the mere fact of 
non-registration could not be taken as helping to show any intention to 
abandon, for registration of a trade-mark was like the registration of a 
Fe pn simply a condition precedent to suing. He must, therefore, 
h upon the facts, that Boehm had’ shown no intention of abandon- 
ment. Nor could Boehm be said to have acquiesced in the use of the 
mark by Monson & Co., for it had not been proved that he had knowledge 
of its being used by them. If, however, such knowledge had been 
proved, it would have been a complete answer to Boechm’s claim to 
registration. He held that Boehm was entitled to register the mark as 
his. However, he was not entitled, after this interval of time, to have 
Monson & Co.’s mark expunged from the register. Both marks might 
appear on the register, as it had been held that there was nothing to 
prevent precisely identical marks from being registered by different 
ns in respect of the same class of article: In re Powell (Sebastian’s 
igest of Trade-marks Cases, p. 357). As neither party had been 
completely successful they would each bear their own costs.—So.icrrors, 
Emanuel § Simmonds ; Munns § Longden. 





Pracrice—Insunction—Ratuway CompaNny—Wroncrvut Possession.— 
In the case of Dixon v. The Eastern and Midland Railway Company, before 
Chitty, J., on the 8th inst., it appears that the defendants were, under an 
a tion Act, the representatives of the Yarmouth and Norfolk 
(Light) Railway Company, and that the latter company had, in 1879, 
under an arrangement with the tenant for life, the nature of which did 
not appear, taken possession of, and never paid for, lands which, on the 
death of the tenant for life in 1883, became the property of the plaintiffs. 
On these lands the company had raised an embankment and laid their 
railway, and had been, and still were, running trains thereon. The plain- 
tiff being unable to regain session of, or obtain any payment for, the 
land, brought an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
running their trains over the land or continuing in possession. The 
defendants had appeared, but, the plaintiff having delivered his statement 
of claim, delivered no statement of defence. The plaintiff accordingly 
moved for judgment in default of pleading. COurrry, J., having been 
referred to Stretton v. The Great Western and Brentford Railway Company 
(18 W. R. 1078, L. R. 5 Ch. 751), said that the relief asked for must 
be said to be in accordance with the established practice, and, therefore, 
granted the injunction claimed.—Soticrrors, Blake ¢ Hazeldine. 





Pottcy or Lire Assurance — ProvisO MAKING vorD IN EvENT oF 
Svicrpz or AssurED—ResERVATION IN FAVOUR OF ASSIGNEE FoR VALUE— 
Derostr or Pottcy as coruaTeraL Sxecurrry—Ricut or Insurer To 
HAVE SecurirTIes MARSHALLED.—In a case of The City Bankv. The Sovereign 
Life Assurance Company, before Pearson, J., on the 3rd inst., a question 
arose as to the right of a mortgagee of a policy of life assurance, which 
contained a clause making it void in the event of the death of the 
assured by his own hand, but reserved the right of an assignee for value, 
the assured having committed suicide. The clause in question provided 
that, in case the assured should die by his own hands, the policy should 
become void; but, in case the beneficial interest therein had been vested 
in any other person, the policy should remain valid to the extent of the 
The assured assigned the policy to his 
bankers as a collateral security for advances made to his firm. He after- 
wards committed suicide, and at the time of his death the debt to the 
bankers was either equal to, or exceeded, the amount secured by the 
policy. The bankers claimed to be paid the whole amount of the policy ; 
the msurance company insisted that the bankers ought to resort to their 
other securities first, or that, at least, all the securities should contribute 
rateably to the payment of the debt. It was contended that, the policy 

made altogether void in the event of the suicide of the anon and 
there being then a new contract that it should remain valid to the extent 
of the interest of the assignee, all that was meant was that the assignee 
should suffer no loss, and that, if his other securities were sufficient, or 


Hy 


partly sufficient, there was no intention to confer an indirect benefit on 
the estate of the assured. In this respect, it was said, the case differed 


from Solicitors’ Assurance Company v. Lamb (2 De G. F. & J. 251, 1 H. & M. 
16), because there the clause in the policy did not make it void, in toto, 
the event of thedeath of the assured by suicide, but provided that, in 
that event, it should ‘‘ become void, except to the extent of any interest 
acquired therein by actual assignment by deed for valuable consideration, 
or as security or indemnity, or by virtue of any legal or equitable lien as 
for .”’ Pganson, J., held that the distinction suggested 

was unfounded, and that the proviso in the present case was, in effect, 
identical with that in Solicitors’ Assurance Company v. Lamb, and that the 
decision in that case applied. Consequently, the company 


S2 


i 





——> 
were not entitled to insist on any marshalling of the securities, or 
contribution between them, but the bankers were entitled to the p: 
of the policy to the extent necessary to pay their debt.—Soxicrrong 
Baileys, Shaw, § Gillett ; Campbell, Reeves, § Hooper, 





SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
in Bankruptcy before Mr. Recistrar Hazurrr.) 
March 7.—In re Parker and Parker. 


Munton — that an early day might be appointed for the hearing 
a petition for adjudication presented in this case; and he also asked fg 
the appointment of the official receiver as interim receiver of the property 
of the debtors. 

The petitioning creditor, Mr. R. W. Caldwell, is described as of 
Gloucester-place West, late a lieutenant in her Majesty’s Army, and the 
debtors, Messrs. Frederick Searle Parker and William Searle Parker, ay 
solicitors, carrying on a very extensive business at 17, Bedford-row. 

In support of the application, an affidavit made by the managing clerk 
to the petitioning creditor’s solicitor was read. It appeared that this 
morning he attended at the office of the debtors, and saw Mr. God 


(Sittings 


one of the chief clerks. In answer to his inquiries, Mr. Goddard in. i v 
formed him that there were no title-deeds or other securities represen’ jdenc 
investments of the amount (£10,000) claimed by the petitioning creditor; | . 
that no such securities had been effected; and that the money was paid by gal 
the debtors into their ordmary banking account, and applied to their own became 
use. Mr. Goddard also informed him that the debtors had been absent back a 
from their place of business in Bedford-row since the 22nd of February, stones | 
and there was no clue to their whereabouts; and the deponent vened, 
believed, from the inquiries he had made, that they had absconded, was a 
The debtors considerable property at 17, Bedford-row, over 1) 
and Mr. F. le Parker had also assets at Courtfield-gardens, shire, | 
South Kensington, and at Dane-end, Ware; and there was also impor 
roperty belonging to Mr. W. Searle Parker at White Lodge, Burial 
ckfosters, Enfield. It became necessary, in the interests of the Board 
creditors, that an interim receiver should be appointed. The deponent the 8 
also stated that he was aware some of the property was in the nominal was 8 
possession of a receiver appointed in the action of Parker v. Parker, now to th 
proceeding m the Chancery Division of the High Court, but that action d 
dealt only with disputes between the debtors themselves, and the interests co 
of the general creditors were in no way protected by the receivership. at the 
Mr. Reetstrar Hazuirr.—You do not know‘where the debtors are ? Wint 
Munton.—We say they have run away from their business, but where his f 
they are we do not know. There is, however, the strongest possible evid- 
ence of the commission of an act of bankruptcy. ey 
Mr. Reoistrar Hazurrr asked whether there was anything to show befor 
that the debtors had not gone on an excursion. They might not have The | 
absconded. 
Munton said there could be no reasonable doubt as to the absconding. = 
Mr. Reotstrar Hazutrr said that in the first instance an interim receiver and. 
would be appointed, and the order must specify the property of which he busi 
was vequtoed $6 take possession. A day would then be given for the hear- carri 
ing of the petition. the | 


A receiving order was made, and the hearing of the petition was ap- 
pointed for the 19th inst., service to be effected upon an adult inmate at 
the offices of the debtors.—Zimes. 








THE RE-ARRANGEMENT OF ASSIZES. 


A perurtation from Exeter waited upon the Lord Chancellor on the 8th 
inst., with reference to a statement that the assizes were to be removed 
from Exeter to Plymouth. After the Duke of Somerset and a large 
number of gentlemen, including Mr. Buckingham, President of the Exeter 
and Devon Law Society, had addressed the Lord Chancellor, his lordship 
said :—I desire to state that it is a complete misapprehension to suppose 
that any scheme for the re-arrangement of assizes has been advanced to 
that point in which it may be said to be in contemplation to do one thing 
or another, or to change from one place to another place. No plan has 
come before me which involves any change from Exeter to Plymouth, or, 
on the other hand, any resolution on the other side. The general subject, 
not affecting Exeter in particular, but the entire county of Devon, is 
under very careful consideration, it has been correctly said, by 4 
committee of judges, who have been kind enough to undertake that 
duty in concert with other judges, and what they are likely to 
recommend is as quite unknown to me as it is to any gentleman in this 
room. Therefore it is quite a mistake to think that anything hke 4 
foregone conclusion has been arrived at on any one of these points. 
They will have to be-considered carefully, with a due regard to all 
the questions which appear to affect the public fiterest. I must 
say one word in acknowledgment of the spirit of the concluding observa- 
tions of the Mayor of Exeter, who, while most ably and most justly 
stating and enforcing the reasons which appeared to him to make it for 
the public advantage that the assize should be retained at Exeter, did at 
the same time state that if it appeared that public advantage required 
any sacrifice on the part of Exeter the public spirit of the citizens was 
such that he did not think they would desire to put their own feelings or 
their own sense of the antiquity and importance of the privileges of Exeter 
in competition with the public interest. It is only what I expected of 
such a community, so represented as itis here to-day, Of course, you 
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will not expect me, under the circumstances, to say more than that I will 
give the most careful consideration to all that has been said in the event of 
its becoming a practical question whether any of these — should be 
made or not. I should be very much obliged—I may parti ly ask the 
ntative of the Law Society if he could furnish me with a statement, 

as far as it can be accurately made up, for at least a year past of the 
number of prisoners from places nearer Exeter than Plymouth, as compared 
with the number of prisoners nearer to Plymouth than Exeter, who have 
heen tried at the assizes, and also of the quantity of civil business 
distributed in the same manner. IfI have that information it may be 
useful to me. : 
Mr. Buckingham promised to furnish this information, and the deputa- 
tion poring, through the Mayor, thanked the Lord Chancellor for receiving 

hdrew. 


them, wit 








OBITUARY. 


MR. LINDSEY WILLIAM WINTERBOTHAM, 


Mr. Lindsey William Winterbotham, solicitor, of Stroud, died on the 28th 
ult. from the effects of an accident a few days previously. From the 
evidence given at the inquest it appeared that he had tied his horse to 
agate while he visited a village school. When he was about to mount, 
and was taking off a halter with which the horse was tied, the horse 
became restive, and threw Mr. Winterbotham down. Then the horse reared 
back and pulled down the gate and also the pillar of the gate, and the 
stones of the latter fell on Mr. Winterbotham’s foot. Mortification super- 
yened, and resulted in death. Mr. Winterbotham was born in 1827. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1848, and he had practised at Stroud for 
over thirty-five years. He was a perpetual commissioner for Gloucester- 
shire, and his private business was very extensive. He had filled several 
eg has ggg ee having been for some time clerk to the Stroud 
Burial B , the Stroud School Board, and the Rodborough School 
Board, secretary to the Stroud Imperial Hotel bing ve A and solicitor to 
the Stroud Gas Company and the Stroud Benefit Building Society. He 
was a member of the Painswick School Board, and honorary secretary 
to the Rodborough Endowed Schools. He was also one of the vice- 
rage of the Gloucestershire Law Society, and took a warm interest 

their proceedings, and was a regular attendant and frequent speaker 
at the annual provincial meetings of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. 
Winterbotham’s character stood very high, both at Stroud and amon 
his professional brethren in Gloucestershire. His funeral, which too 
on on the Ist inst., was a remarkable public demonstration of respect 

his memory. Half-past three was the hour fixed, but for two hours 
before that time people began to assemble in Lansdown and High-street. 
The members of the Board of Health, of which he was a member, attended 
the funeral. The solicitors of the town and neighbourhood also attended 
ina body. Nearly the whole of the tradesmen of the town were present, 
and masses of the general public. Every shop was partially closed, and 
business was almost entirely suspended. Some twenty or thirty private 
carriages formed part of the procession. The Stroud Cemetery, in which 
the interment took place, was crowded, and there were not less than two 
thousand persons present. Mr. Winterbotham’s son, Mr. Frederick 
Winterbotham, who was admitted in 1882, had recently entered into 
ership with his father. It will be remembered that Mr. Winter- 
ham’s brother, Mr. Henry Selfe Winterbotham, M.P., who died in 
1873, was, from 1871 until his death, Under-Secretary of State for the 
Home Department. Another of Mr. Winterbotham’s brothers, Mr. 
William Henry Winterbotham, is a member of the firm of Waterhouse, 
Winterbotham, & Harrison, of New-court, Lincoln’s-inn. 





MR. WILLIAM MAYLETT. 


Mr. William Maylett, solicitor, of Worcester, died on the 20th ult. at 
Bournemouth, where he was staying for the benefit of his health. Mr. 
Maylett was born in 1841. He was admitted a solicitor a few years ago, hav- 
ing previously been for many years managing clerk to Mr. William Nicholls 
Marcy, the clerk of the peace for Worcestershire, He was clerk of the 
indictments at the Worcestershire Quarter Sessions, and he had for several 
Years acted as deputy clerk of the peace for the county. Mr. Maylett was 
also high bailiff of the Bromsgrove County Court. His premature death 
has been much lamented at Worcester. 


SIR CHARLES SLADEN. 


Sir Charles Sladen, K.C.B., who died at Melbourne about. a week ago, 
was the second son of Mr. John Baker Sladen, and was botn in 1816. He 
was educated at Shrewsbury School and at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where 
he graduated in the first class of the Civil Law Tripos in 1837. About 
forty years ago he emigrated to Australia, and for twelve years he prac- 
tised as a solicitor at Geelong. In 1854 he was appointed colonial treasurer 
of Victoria, and from 1855 till 1857 he held the same office in the first 
Ministry under responsible Government. He was for several years a 
member of the Legislative Council, as the representative of the Western 
Province, and in 1868 he became Prime Minister for the colony, but his 

lasted for little more than two months. He resigned his seat in 

the Council in 1882 on the ground of ill-health. He was created a Com- 

saa of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 1870, and a Knight 
ander of the same order in 1875. 


LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Purtrr Epwarv Lronzt Bunes, solicitor and notary, of Poole and 
Wareham, has been appointed Clerk to the County tes at 
Wareham, in succession to Mr. Charles James Lacey, ed. _ Mr. 
Budge is clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes at Poole. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1874. 3 


Mr. Wri11aM Bow zs Barrett, solicitor (of the firm of Andrews, Barrett, 
& Andrews), of Weymouth, has been appointed a P Commissioner 
for Dorsetshire for taking the Acknowledgments Deeds by Married 
Women. 


Mr. Freperick Marsnatt Burton, solicitor, of Birmingham, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Warwickshire and Staffordshire 
for. taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Anprew Mixts Tarueron, barrister, who has been appointed to 
act as Governor of the West African Settlements, is a uate of St. 
Peter’s College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1875, and he was formerly a member of the 
Oxford Circuit. He was appointed Queen’s Advocate at Sierra Leone, in 
1882, and he has been for some time acting as Chief Justice of that colony. 

Mr. Joun James Wueat, solicitor, of Sheffield, has been elected 
President of the Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Wheat was admitted a solicitor in 1846. 

Mr. Cuartes James Coorsr, solicitor (of the firm of Cooper & Sons), 
of Manchester, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the High Court of Judicature at Calcutta, and to take Acknowledgments 
of Married Women in respect of Property in India. 

Mr. Tuomas Witt1am Tuomeson, solicitor (of the firm of Dees & 
Thompson), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been appointed by the high 
sheriff of Northumberland (Sir Arthur Middleton) to be Under-Sheriff 
of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Thompson was admitted a 
solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. A. W. Wray, solicitor (of the firm of Wray & Philips), of 61, 
Cheapside, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner to i r Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr, Cuartes Hamitton, solicitor, of Exmouth, has been appointed a 


Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Married 
Women forthe County of Devon. Mr. Hamilton was admitted a solicitor 
in Hilary Term, 1850. 

DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 

Francis Summers and Wrtt1am Brown, solicitors, Great Grimsby. 
Feb. 23. The practice will in future be carried on by the said William 
Brown. 

Ormsry Taytor and Tuomas Swanwick, jun., solicitors (Taylor & Swan- 
wick), Burton-on-Trent. Nov. 28. . 

Cuartes SmytH Wires and Bensammn Smrru, solicitors (Wiles & 
Smith), Horbling and Donington, Lincolnshire. Jan. 1, 1882. The said 
business will, in future, be carried on by the said Benjamin Smith alone, 
under the style or firm of B. Smith & Co. [ Gazette, March 7.] 


Rozert Stanzy and Tuomas Sianey, solicitors Slauey & Son), 
Newcastle-under-Lyme. March 1. So far as the said Robert 
Slaney, who on that day retired from the business. 

Wriu1m Henry Brook and Epwiy Morais, solicitors (Brook & 
Morris), Liverpool. Dec. 31. So far as regards the said William 
Henry Brook, who on that day retired from the business. 

[ Gazette, March 11.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


SPRING ASSIZES. 


An Order in Council, issued in pursuance of the Spring Assizes Act, 
1879, is published in Tuesday’s , directing that the jurisdiction of 
the Central Criminal Court at any session held in the months of April and 
May next shall extend to such part of the county of Surrey as.is not now 
included in the Central Criminal Court district. Other orders direct that 
the counties of Cumberland and Westmoreland shall, for the purpose of 
the next Spring Assizes, be united together and form one county, under 
the name of the Spring Assize County No. 1, the assizes to be held at 
Carlisle ; the Northern and Salford Divisions of Lancashire to form Assizé 
County No. 2, the assizes to be held at Manchester ; the North and East 
Riding Division, the West Division, and the county of the city of 
York to be Assize County No. 3, the assizes to be held at 
counties of Lincoln and and the coun 

ham to form Assize County No. 4, the assizes be 

coln ; the counties of egy (ae ray aig « Rutland and the borough of 
Leicester to form Assize ty No. 5, the assizes to be 

the counties of Northampton, Bedford, and Bu 

County No. 6, the assizes to be held at Northam ; 
N and Suffolk and the county of the city of 
County No. 7, the assizes to be held at cawieh ; the counties of Hun‘ 
don and Cam to form Assins Chenty No. 8, the nssince to be 





at Chesterton, ; the county of Hertford and so much of Essex 
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as is not’ within the Central Criminal Court district to form Assize County 
No. 9, the assizes to be held at Hertford: the county of Sussex, the 
county of the city of Canterbury, and so much of Kent as is not within 
the Central Criminal Court district to form Assize County No. 10, the 
assizes.to be held at Lewes’; the counties of Oxford and Berks to form 
Assize County No. 11, the assizes to be held at Reading; the counties of 
Worcester, Hereford, Monmouth, and Gloucester, and the county of the 
city of Gloucester to form Assize County No. 12, the assizes to be held at 
Worcester ; the counties of Salop and Stafford to form Assize County No. 
13, the assizes to be held at Stafford; the counties of Southampton, 
Wilts, and Dorset to form Assize County No. 14, the assizes to be held ‘at 
Winchester ; the counties of Devon and Cornwall to form Assize County 
No. 15, the assizes to be held at Exeter; the county of Somerset and the 
county of the city of Bristol to form Assize County No. 16, the assizes to 
be held at Taunton ; the counties of Montgomery, Merionetl, Carnarvon, 
Anglesey, Denbigh, and Flint to form Assize County No, 17, the assizes to 
be held at Carnarvon ; the counties of Glamorgan, Carmarthen, Pembroke, 

igan, Brecknock, and Radnor, the county vf the borough of Car- 
marthen, and the town and county of Haverfordwest to form Assize 
County No. 18, the assizes to be held at Swansea; and the county of 
Northumberland and the city and county of Newcastle-upon-Tyne to 
Tyne Assize County No. 19, the assizes to be held at Newcastle-upon- 

e. 


-_——_—_ 


EXAMINER’S OFFICE. 


Examiner’s Office, 3, Rolls-yard. 

Solicitors and others having depositions to be filed or to be abandoned, 
on which fees are owing or deposits to be returned, or papers to take 
away, are requested to call at the above office any day before the 31st 
of March, between the hours of eleven and four. 

On that day all unreturned deposits will be paid to the account of the 
Paymaster of the Supreme Court. 

After that date, if any further appointments are wanted to complete 
unfinished depositions, application must be made at the office of the 
Chancery Registrars ; and all applications for return of deposits must be 
made to the Pay Office of the Supreme Court. 

All records, documents and papers remaining in the Examiner’s Office, 
on the 31st of March, will be dealt with as may be directed by the warrant 
of the Right Hon. the Master of the Rolls. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 6.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Medical Act Amendment. 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Law of Evidence Amendment. 


March 7.—Bili Read a Third Time. 
Parvate Brt.—Sion College. 


March 10.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Speaker’s Retirement. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Railway Clearing System Superannuation Fund Association. 


March 11.—Bill in Committee. 
Speaker’s Retirement. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Parvatz Brit.—London and St. Katharine’s Docks. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
March 6.—Bilis Read a Second Time. 
Parvare Brrt.—West Lancashire Railway (Extensions). 
Marriages Legalization (Stopsley, Bedfordshire). 
Bill in Committee. 
Freshwater Fisheries Act Amendment. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Speaker’s Retirement. 
. March ea Read a Second Time. 
Parvatre Brius.— , Alton, and Petersfield Railway; Metro- 
politan Board of Works (Varions Powers). . 
° Bill in Committee. 
Marriages Legalization (Stopsley, Bedfordshire). 
March 10.—JBills_ Read a Second Time. 
Patvare Briis.—Cranbrook and Paddock Wood Railway; Great West- 


ern Railway (No. 2); Henley-in-Arden ahd Great Western Junction 
Railway ; Totnes, P: and Torquay Direct Railway. 
Mareh 11.—Biils Read a Second Time. 
wees —— . Western Railwa 
Owers) ; ewport Monmou ) draulic P , 
and ~y-Druidion Railway ; Water: ae Pr 
Railway (Park Railway and Parliament-street ement) 










LEGAL NEWS. 


At the Hammersmith Police Court, on the 8th inst., Mr. ©, 0, 
Humphreys attended, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society 
support a complaint against a man named Harvey, residing in Porte, 
road, West Kensmgton-park, for falsely pretending to be a so 
He stated that the defendant intended to plead guilty. The defe 

Mr. Greenhill, c 


ed 


5 


in reply to the magistrate, said he was not aware that he was 
illegally. However, he pleaded ‘‘ Guilty.’’ 

defendant’s behalf, said the sending of a notice constituted the o 
The defendant was clerk to a coal merchant, and had to collect dum 
debts. Some printed notices were shown to him, and described as m 
efficacious way of recovering debts, and he was induced to buy then 
In mitigation of the punishment, Mr. Greenhill pointed out that th 
defendant was not the author of the notice. Mr. Humphreys said th 
Incorporated Law Society had no feeling in the matter. The objectof 
the proceedings was to protect the public from the constant attempts{ 
obtain money in that way. He left the case in the hands of the 
magistrate. Mr. Paget said he was afraid no impression would be mage 


seein sey 


cc. 


upon the — that it must not be done unless he imposed the ful] et 
penalty. e then ordered the defendant to pay £10, with 2s. costs. Ay Great’ 


earnest appeal was made to the magistrate to reduce the perialty, but he 








refused, stating that it was a very serious offence. He also said that the Crt. 8 
defendant was a person of intelligence and education, and he was sorry t -* 
observe that the practice was a very common one in those courts. 

Since our last report two applications have been made to the Court of COMMER 
Session in the Orr Ewing case. As we mentioned last week, the First 11, at! 
Division of the Court of Session ordered the sequestration of the estate, and VicToR! 
appointed Mr. G. A. Jamieson judicial factor, with power to take possession o 
of the whole estate, money, wmts, securities, books, papers, and docu. adjud 
ments. The trustees were advised by their agents in Londo 
that if they divested themselves of their trust estate without pr. 
viously obtaining the authority of the Chancery Division, they would Herov’ 
be committing a contempt ofthat court. On the 7th inst., Mr. Jamieson Mar § 
came before the First Division as petitioner, praying the court to ordam solici 
the trustees to make immediate delivery of the estate to him. This 
was opposed by the trustees, chiefly on the und that the Chancery Kross 
Division was expected to make an order dealing with the case in ifs NorTH 
present condition. The court declined to embarrass the trustees by win, 
granting a warrant against them mally, but granted another part of — 
the petition, and ordained the Bank of Scotland and the various railway and 
other companies in which the funds of the estate are lodged and invested Royal 
to deliver the property in their possession into the hands of the judicial Mar 
factor. On Wednesday last, it is stated that an application was made in 
the First Division of the Court of Session for power to carry out the 
order of the court, pronounced last week, requiring the trustees of the 
Orr Ewing estate to deliver it up to the judicial factor, Mr. G. A. 

Jamieson. It was stated on be of Mr. Jamieson that the persons 
holding the estate had refused to give it up to him, and he therefor 
sought for an orderempowering a messenger-at-arms to take possession 
of the books and documents in the hands of the agent for the trustees, iver 
and, if necessary, to open lock-fast places. The application was opposed 15. 
by counsel for the trustees, but it was unanimously granted by the BARB 
court. os 
hall 
Brov 
"Bes 
COURT PAPERS. can 
Finer CAavE 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Cover or Mr. Justice 
ate, AprsaL. V. 0, Bacon. Kay. 
Monday, March.......¢.. 17 Mr. Cobby Mr, Merivale Mr. Clowes 
BME Sectesis csadsen te Jackson King Koe 
Wednesday ......0ssee00 19 Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Thursday ....+s00 sess 20 Jackwon King Koe 
BBY coccce coesceeccecs Sb Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Doccccccocececcce Oe Jackson King Koe 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Outtry. Noprra. Pearson. 
Monday, March.......... 17 Mr.:Currington Mr. Teesdale Mr. Pembertos 
T VY ceccceccescccece 18 Lavie Farrer Ward 
Wednesday....cccccsesee 19 Carrington Teesdale Pembertoa 
Thursday Seeeeeeseeeese 20 Lavie Farrer Ward 
BOE b0s0cncccisseeedes 21 Carrington Teesdale Pembertes 
Saturday ....cscecccseveee 22 Lavie Farrer Ward 








RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s sale. held on 
the 13th inst., at their rooms, 58, Lombard-street, City, the following were 
among the obtained :—Spitzkop (Lydenburg, Transv:!) Gold 
Mine, £1 fully ,» 198. 6d. ; vereign life Assurance £10 shares, 
£3 5s. paid, 3s. 6d.; Life Free Admissions, Westminster Aquarium, £4; 
seep Sole Mine, 4s.; Loudon Chartered Bank of Australia, 19%; 








a es ie Re Se BS Om pnd of we ase £ 








Ww Aquarium £5 ordinary shares, £2 6s.; and other miscellane+ 
ous securities fetched fair prices. 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Srock ComPanres. 
FREs Co: i Bs rder made by Pearson, 
AUsTRALASIAN H Meat Company, Lim1TED.—By an order 
J., dated Mar 1, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company 
be Sontinned. ant, Clement’s lane, solicitor for the petitioners 
Nw COMPANY, LIMITED. Tes for winding up, 
to be heard before Chitty, J .. on Mar 15. 
agent f aot Slater and Co, Manchester, solicitors for the 
HyYDROPATHIC COMPANY, 
Mar 17 at 12, at his chambers, for the ap tment of an official liquidator 
|ANITAR ‘ARY COMPOUNDS COMPANY, IMITED. ee 2 OS fixed 
17 at 12. at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquida' 
N FIsHERY COMPANY 


Hudson and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner 
Loxpoy Fish MARKET AND NATIONAL FISHERY MPANY, LIMITED.— ‘ 
has fixed Mar 19 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an Key ial 
tor 


aida’ 
afeeixae’ ? ACCIDENT INSURANCE Company LiwITED.—Chitty, J., has by an 
order, dated Oct 16, appointed Frederick Whinney, 8, Old Jewry, to be official 
os Y AGENCY Company, Lruurrep.—By an order made by Dey — 
Mar 1, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Sutton an 
Great Winchester st, solicitors for the petitioner ¥ 


(rv. SERVICE AND GENERAL StTore, Liwi1TED:;—Petition tor winding up up, pre- 
sented Mar 7, directed to be heard before Lemme J., on Mar 22 Deacons and 
Oo, Bush lane, Cannon st, solicitors for the petiti oner 

(Gazette, March 11.] 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


COMMERCIAL AND LEGAL STaTIONERY ComPany.—Chitty, J., has fixed Mar 17 at 
Ii, at a chambers, for the roditore are of an official quidator 
Vioron1a PreER CoMPANY.—C tors are req on or ty te to ~~ 
their names and addresses, and thi culars of Scheie deb 
William Edmonds, 98, Cheapside. yo 25 at 12 is appointed for Seontas Re age 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
[ Gazette, Mar. 7.} 


STANNARIES OF pet nag 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCER 

HeropsFroot Mrnrinc Company.—By an order made ‘+ the A ech yoy dated 

Mar 5, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Hodge and Co, Truro, 

solicitors for the petitioners 

(Gazette, March 11.} 
Frrenpiy Socretres Dissoivep. 

KInGsKERSWELL FRIENDLY , Kingskerswell, Devon. Mar 3 
Nort PETHERWIN MUTUAL BENEFIT Socrery, Petherwin Gate, North Pether- 


win, Devon. Mar 1 
SqurrE ANTY LODGE OF THE GRAND TION Es zagras, ORANGE- 
ar 


PROTESTANT ASSOCIA’ 
MEN ASSOCIATION, Castle Hotel, £ Heath st, Crewe, Chester. 
—_ VIcTORIA FRIENDLY Society, Plume of Feathers Inn, cietord, ee: 
| Gazette, March 11.) 





_— 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
anen CHARLES WILLIAM, Gresham House, Old Broad st, Ship Broker. Apr 
5. Western and Sons, Essex st, Strand 
ijean, HENRY JOSEPH, Ramsgate, Gent. Mar3i. Myatt, Abchurch lane 
BLACKWELL, JOSEPH, Blackwell, Derby, Farmer. ine Bunting, Chesterfiel 





— Sarau, Gloucester st, Queen pl, Bloomsbury. Apri. Vant, . 
BROWNE, MARY ANNE, Cheltenham. Apr 11. Bilings, Cheltenham 
et pane. Howe, Chicago, U.S.A., Gent. Mar20. Eyre and Co, John st, 
‘ord 


Cane, Wintaae Tuomas, Surbiton, Surrey, Barrister at Law. Apr 23. Ward and 
Care, = a, koe, Oxford, Coal Merchant. Apr 10. Cave and Cave, 

Weta GEORGE, Newport, Monmouth, Esq. Mar 20. Danger 
Co: By, Caen, Bren, Gent, Apr 16. Robinson and Hilder, Jermyn st, 
oe Joun Henry, Sunnyfield, Hampstead Heath, Optician. June 24. 

Pattison and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Davies, Barsara, Lower Khmerton, nr Chester. Mar 25. Bridgman and Co, 
DEAN, Harrier, Belsize rd, Hampstead. Mar 25. Crafter and Burton, Black- 


friars ra 
DEARIOVE, EspRas, axonal Berks, Farmer. Mar 31. Beale and Martin 
Ward and Co, Greg's inn sq 


Reading 

pone RTH, (ABETH J 

Box . reg te irkenhead, nes. Mart. Be Bateson and Co, tavepos 

] dl “Brewis, 8 elens’ 


, JOHN, La Brook, nr Liverpool, Gent. 
‘ACHE, CECILIA, hi . Avr il. "Feuntngs, Chancer. 

Cayton and Gibson, 
Priestman, Hull 


igor, Sa Marx, Newoustle upon Tyne, Gent. May 1. 
GREEN, JAMES HL Hol ral York, Farmer. May 1. 

Hawkins, WittuM, Bromesberrow, Gloucester, Farmer. Apri. Masefield and 
Sons, Ledbury 
Fpecmman, Hull 


» WILLIAM, Withernwick, York, Gont. ay 1. 
red Many Ll, ey Apri. Windus and doe, r, Epping 

v THOMAS asperton, Warwick, Clerk in Holy Orders. Mar 
VANCHY, HARRIET, % 5 ‘ pron 
Soon Ccnioiee Sydney place, Onslow sq. Apr 2s. Cay and Co, Savile 
8, Hereford 


3 Walekt and Hassall, Leamington 
Lka, A ALFERD, Asante Gent. Apr 15. Hum 
“Forester.” Mar 31, 


Tgcas, Epa late of H.M.8. 


and Cartwright 





Hallett and Co, 


vax, Jour, » Durham. Apr 1, Hangres G Sobtin, Darhem 
eo 9 ods, Paper Menutnebnrer. 20, 25, “Emaley, Leeds 
aes w am, Timber _ and Co, 
P, Ra 


et Great Comberton, Worcester, Clerk. Apr 1. | 


Wiiiiam, Gawsworth, ur Macclesfield, Chester, Farmer. Apr 12, | 










































































House, Sherboraelane sn Apr 5. Sites nok On: Aaireth 


, Mickleover, Derby, a Mar 81. Dashes and Oo, Derby 
Saat Suenos Manta tang?’ As S 


SPINK. Alborough, York, Gent. May 1. 
Spink, Mary, ork. Mayi. Priestman, 
foams aay coe eee tee May 1. Creel, Newton BESO 


Exeter. 18. Morice and inn. 
fe scacten, Tailor. Sian Whalley, Blackburn 


w ALLIS, coy heey Regent’s Park, “Say as. Stocken and Lime st 
Wars, Pawn Hawn, Kingsland: Gent, Mar 25. 

Wirt, adxas, Layard rd, Bermondsey, Gent Tilling, Devon- 
onooce,. York, Farmer. Mar 2%. Harrison, Kirby 
Wao, Taoxas, North Meols, Lancaster, Farmer. Apr 2. Welsby and Co, 


Mo James Harpy, Southport, Lancaster, J.P.,D.L. Apr?. Welsby and 
YoUbe Wor | Great Neston, Chester, Builder. Marsi. Lyon and Reynolds, 


(Genstie, Fob, 90.) 
ANDERTON, PETER, Brondyffryn, Denbigh, Gent. Apr 15. 
ps Lavepoo Anne, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. Apr 15. Palmer and Co, 
BALDWIN, WILLIAM, Kingsland, Plumber. Apr 12. Young and Co, Essex st, 
Reeem, JammaRrrzvas, Onbaldwtsh, Teak, Gems, Apr 15. Cowling and Leeds, 
BRADeKAw Holland and Rigby, Dotty perv, ar Clerk in Holy Orders. 
BRETHERTOY, EDWIN Ys Teen ster, Farmer Apr 1. Houghton and Co, 
CourtTNEY, Mary ANN, Clapham. Mar 31. Courtney, Hawthorn, Rockhampton, 
Dawe. Norwich’ Monks, Norfolk, Farmer. Apré. Copeman and Cadge, 
mnat, 2 — ‘AMIN, Birstal, York, Farmer. Mar 31. Clough, Cleckheaton, 
Rage ts, Abbot Langley, Hertford, Farmer. Apr 30. Geary, Verulam 
Hasrs, Wats Bromley, ar Lacds. May 22 Jone, “yceeene 
r ham, Baker. Apr 30. "Woodroffe, Great Dover st, 
cn Hamomeremith, Bookseller, prs. Baker 
sean, teva, ae Birmingham, Excise Officer. Apr 11. Jelf and Latham, 
Lagos. 3 BERT, Roach Bank, within Pilsworth, Lancaster, Farmer. March 31. 
Laveet, JouN, Sysonby, Leicester, Farmer. Apr 15. Oldhamjand Marsh, 
Nivint, Pinas Se" Bas Latonion GO iar Si Barow and Cook, St. 
a Henry, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Gent. Apr 5. Stockwood, jun, 
eee Pibetbuams st, Battersea, Gent. Mar 21. Well and Co, 
PERRY, HENEY, Tyndale pl, Islington, Colonial Broker. Apr 4. re a 


Aldermanbury 
Apr 5. Fosters and Burroughes, N: 
Provision 


HeEwry, Norwich, Esq. 
PULFORD, GuoncE, Great Yarmou' Merchant. Apr 1. =. and 


RawWLines, SaRau Ciara, Brighton. June 24. Ruwtagt, Bicbeneeate ot Wuhan 
SaLTMARSH, THOMAS, Stamford Bridge, York, Brick and 

Apr 22. Wood and Co, York 
a. w Wirt1u.M, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster, Yeoman. Mar 15. Backhouse, 


STRADLING, Wagram, Weston super Mare, Builder. June 24, Baker and Co 
super 
su aa St Mary Extra, Southampton, Dealer in Toys. Mar 31. 
Tavace, Louma. Richmond, Surrey. June 14. Randall, South sq, Gray’s inn 
KIRKMAN SPEARE, A: South. Mariner. 28. Deane 
on ee mh delaide, Australia, Apr 3. 


Tees, uaade ,» Pembroke, Draper. May 15, Hiaghes and Bene. Greal ss 








wai SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. , 
waisemment, March 8p.) at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Properties (see adver- 


March 20. esars, Fungimormen, Exits, aden at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
yy aD, Ste advertisement, 1, p. 4) 








LONDON _GAZETTES. 


aur ths Boonen 


Creditors must fgrrand ther poate of 2 0 the Registrar. 
ie L 1884. 


Macgregor, Duncan, Southwick, Pet Feb 28. Jones. Brighton, 


Mar 20 at 12 


U 

Creditors must 

Shand, John Auchmedden 
26 at ll 
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Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST gg OF CREDITORS. 
¥, March 7, 1884. 
Winesra, Charles, Gt Pee =“ “Tailor. Apr iat 8 at offices of Cooke, Gray’s 


THE BANKRUPTCY ace. 18838. 
Fray, Mar. 7, 1 
RECEIVING ORD 


oo 
, George, Motcombe st, Belgrave Auctioneer. High Court. Pet Mar 1. 
i Exam pid 2 at 11 at 34, t Lancoln’s 1 inn fields 

Blackburn, ye? urn, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Blackburn. Pet 
Feb 22. Ord Mar. Exam n Mar 19 


Brown, Thomas, Fordington, Dorsetshire, Builder. Dorchester. Pet Mar 8. 
Ord Mar 3, Exam Mar 18 at 11 
Butterfield, C., Ironmonger lane, Solicitor. High Court. Pet Feb 12. Ord Mar 
4. Exam April 2 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
gram Apes Sutterton, Lincolnshire, Former. Boston. Pet Mari. Ord Mar 
"Samuel, Bh a ny Berkshire, Licensed Victualler. Oxford. 
3 > Te Mar 3. Exam Mar 20 at 12 
° gues Bolton Cambridge terrace, Starch Green, Builder. High 
x . Pet Feb 18. Ord Mar 5. Exam April 4 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
bas ag tw illiam Henry, Plymouth, Devonshire, ee Maker. East Stone- 
house. et Mar4. Ord Mar4. Exam April 2 at 
Hewes, John, East End, Finchle: x. — Barnet. Pet Mar 4. Ord Mar 4. 
Exam Mar 2% at 11 at To 
Horsfall, Eliza and Alfred enry "Horstall, Coventry, Printers. Coventry. 
> ar5. Exam April 7 a 
tchins, Benjamin, Collyweston, Nocthaan tonshire, Coal Merchant. Peter- 
borough. Pet Mar5. Ord Mar5. Exam Mar 26 at 2 
Jones, Frederick, Bangor, Hotel Proprietor. Bangor. Pet Feb 29. Ord Mar 4. 
‘ea April 2 at 2 


Kemp, Joseph Aaron, Allesley, nr Coventry, Warwickshire, Farmer. Coventry. 
Pet Feb 28. Ord Mar’. Exam Mar 31 at 3 
M pane, Richempton, Worcestershire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet Mar 4. 
Mar 17 at 11 
Milner, John, and Charlies Newbold, Sheffield, Dram Flask Manufacturers. 
Sheffield. Pet Mar5. Ord Mar5, Exam Mar 20 at 11.30 
ere yt Bnet | acres Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston, PetMar3. Ord Mar 


Noon, Martin, Hulme, Lanceshize, Clothes Dealer. Salford. Pet Mar 4. Ord 


Price, Willinn Cwndertord, ensues, Draper. Gloucester. Pet Feb 16. Ord 
Pahoa, an S 


Mower Fol ‘Follett, East Dulwich Grove, Retired Major. High Court. 
Pritchard, Mar 4. — April 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Call, James, Birmingham, D raper. ham. Pet Mar 3. Ord Mar 3. 


cashire, Provision Dealer. Warrington. Pet 
Exam Mar 13 at 11 
Savage, agin Workington, Cumberland, Provision pester. Cockermouth and 


Mar 3. Mar 45 
Smit Droylsden, anne, Joiner. pnp on Pet Mar 5. 
Ord. x6. Exam Mar 
Speight, G. —" Bradford, ‘Metal Broker. Bradford. Pet Feb 15. Ord Mar 4. 


at1 
— Edward, ‘Shefeld Physician. Sheffield. Pet Mar 4. Ord Mar 4. 


Exam Mar 20 at 
Woleageny William, New fentem, Nottingham, Baker. Nottingham, Pet Feb 


Beren, Liv: i Watchmak Li l. Pet Mar 4, Ord Mar 4. 
White, im, Laverpeci, a er. iverpoo! 'e r 


Arthur, Ivington, nr Leominster, Herefordshire, Farmer. Leominster. 
Pet Feb 19. Ord Mar5. Exam Mar 20 
William, st, Golden sq, TAsonsed Victualler. High Court. Pet Feb 
18, Ord Mar 3, Apr 2 at 11at 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 


First MEETINGS. 
ge Fordington, Dorsetshire, Builder. Mari5at1. The Antelope 


Fisher, John Samuel, Berkshire, Li dV: 12, 
iebet, 3 = ch Wigtingtond, Berl er’ censed Victualler. Mar 20 at 


Strickland, Ely, Cambridgeshire, Wine and Spirit Merchant. 
Market King’s Lynn 


Mar abt Muag 4 
illiam Henry, out. Bevonshire’ Cs Cabinetmaker. Mar 18 at 3. 
- 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth ee t 
Hanbury, Frederick Barclay, West Hansinates be West Kensington, Com- 
ce, bane Mar 15 at | it, 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
John, Cavendish terr, East End, Finchley, Middlesex, Builder. Mar 18 
at 12. ’ $8 and 29, St Bwithin’s lane 

pre tg pee ps Tots Carnarvonshire, Hotel Proprietor. Mar 18 at 2. 


Kemp, saeee 2 Aaron. Allesley, nr Coventry, Warwickshire, Farmer. Mar 17 at 
11. Ww Jordan 2 Well, thoes Tens, 
Hampshire, Slater. Mar 20 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 


eerie = aay enh, = Finiboneteld, Yorkshire, Shoddy 
15 * 11. w Society, it, Huddersfiel 

ae ‘Worcestershire, Farmer. ‘Mar 18 at 11. Official 
et a 
¥ ver, and Charles Newbold, Sheffield, Dram Flask Manufacturers. Mar 
19at2. Law Society, Hoole’s chmbrs, Bank st, Sheffield 
Olive, William, Wootslet, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Mar 14 at 12. 109, Victoria st, 
— William, Cinderford, Gloucestershire, Draper. Mar 15at3. 84, Barton 


James, Birmi Draper. 17 " : Sharp, Whi 
= oinehom Birmingham at 11, Luke Jesson rp te- 
Remrs, Jas Liverpool, it Broker, Mar 31 at 2. Official Receiver, 

bidgs, Victoria st, Lavgpeet 
Rewwt., 2 i i Lancashire, Provision Dealer, Mar 17 at 10. 
eons we Workington, Cum Jumberland, Provision Dealer, Mar 15 at 11.30. 67, 
Sarah Elizabeth, Nottingham, Dresemaker. Mar 17 at1ii, Official Re- 
enon, snags weil 

ms ocalds gucen st, ce a Yarmouth, Norfolk, Engineer. Mar 15 at 2, H. P. 
wonder, Willan, i Hertford, Farmer. Mar 15 at 11.90. Salisbury Hotel, 
Taylor, , Edward, Brackley, Northamptonshire, Farmer. Mar 19 at 11, 4%, High 
pomane, Nivers, Shetieé, Physician. Mar 18 ut 2. Official Receiver, Figtree 


Hompson,-John, and William Maxw Radt ottingham, Stone 
fouumental Mésons. Mar 14 at 12, Omiclal Hecelver, Eixchanee walle Mottin: | Honea 


Townend, Baars James, Kingston-on-Thames, Surrey, Clothier. Mar 14 at 12. 


a 








iit 

















‘= 6, Carey st Lin esac, Grove End rd, St John’s wood, Actor. Mar 15 ih i 
coln’s ; 
New Len N Baker. Mar 17 at 2. ficial Re 
van ammnen, W) Winaan, 4” fon. ottingham, 


Beren, ie 


White, Watchmaker. Mar 18 at 12. Official Receiver, 
bldgs, Victoria st, 


econ 
ADJUDICATIONS, 
iar 6. William Knott, Gt Grimsby, Bootmaker. Gt Grimsby. Pet Feb 7, 


Bowes, J h Silverwood, Huddersfield, Woollen Manu 
Huddersfield “Pot Heh ‘Feb io. Ord Mar’ 
Clark, Frank Ed Grocer. Walsall. Pet Feb 16. Ord Mar4 
Cook, ee Staite tenham, Gloucestershire, Trunk and Portman 
aker. Cheltenbam. | Pet Feb 25. Ord Mar 3 
, William ezmouth, oan, Cabinetmaker. East & 
house. Pet Mar 4. “Ord 


Haworth, George Hore , ey Liverpool. Pet Jan 28. Ord Maré 
Hay. Edward, Yockleton, ‘ockleton, Salop, Innkeeper, Shrewsbury. Pet Feb 2, at 
Hughes, John, Maentwrog rd Railway Station, Merionethshire, Coal Merchant 
io. Pet Feb 25. Ord Mar “y 
William Bowie, Owslebury, Hampshire, Farmer. Winchester. Pet Feb¢ 


Ord 
5 mt John, Oldham, Lancashire, Bobbin and Skewer Maker. Oldham. Pa 
Feb Ord Mar 


Milner, ee and Charles Fowbeld, Sheffield, Dram Flask Manufacturer, | 
ier, Jo Pet Mar 5, Ord M: 

Noon, jiantin, Fo «34 Clothes Dealer. Salford. Pet Mar4. On 

Pritchard, ee Follett, East Dulwich grove, Retired Major. High Court, 


4 
Robinson, Soe Sunderland, Durham, Travelling Draper. Sunderland. Pe 
Jan 14. Ord Mari 


Royiey, i, Warrington, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Warrington. Pe 


Shaw, Georg “<4 Berry Brow, nr Huddersfield, Yorkshire, Joiner. Hut 
dersfield. “Pet Fs ’8. Ord Mar3 
Westward, Seam Birmingham, Cork Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet Feb%, 


TUESDAY, Mar. 11, 1884. 
RECEIVIN 


G@ ORDERS. 
Babee, William, Clement’s lane, Manager of a Joint Stock Company, Limited 
h Court. Pet Mar7. Ord Mar7. Exam April 2 at 11 
Botibol. Solomon, Fleet st, Cigar Merchant. High Court. Pet Maré. Ord Mar 
. Exam April 9 at 11 
artin, Saison, Yorkshire, Joiner. Scarborough. Pet Mar7. On 
Mar?. Exam Mar 81 at 3,30 
Bimed, Thomas. Wy a ee Dealer in Stained Glass. Maidstone. Pa 


Mar Ord 
English, John, —_ ‘Maxwell 


rge Heuser Riiverthote, Upper Thames st, 
Grocers. Bish Court. PetMaré6. Ord £xam April 4 at 11 
Harris, Frederick, d rd, eee out of business. b Court. Pet Mar 
4, ny i Beam Apa ‘ati 
Jennings, Henry 


ethene a on Hull, Refreshment House Keeper, 
a | neston upon Gs 8 Ell Pct Mar 7, Ord Mar Mar 7. ‘Exam Mar 2% at Courthouse, 


Kirklon ta Tames Kivkle e Docks, South Shtalée, = Showvedenn, Newcastle on 


Tyne. ne Mar 7. Mle d ar7. Exam Mar 21 at 1 
Knight, George Charles, eg mrt st Within, dot. High Court. Pet 
Mar 6. Ord Mar 6. 8 at 11 


Knox, William. Stor De tom Provision Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Maré. Ord Maré. Exam Mar 20 at 10.30 
Landeryou Jen, Date Docks, Cardiff, Coal Shipper. Cardiff. Pet Mar7. Onl 


xam 
Lillywhite, Frank pany, Hove, Sussex, Skating Rink Proprietor. Brighton. 
Mar 6. Ord Exam Mar 
rick ik Southerland, St Cote Major, Cornwall, Surgeon. 
. Ord Maré. Exam 
ap. Gloucester, Builder. Grouaséier. Pet Mar 6. Ord Maré 
Massey, ssey, Hichard Francis, Edgehill, JAverpos, out of business. High Court. Pet 
Mars. Ord Mars, Exam April 8 at 
wie. Ona Edward, Alderman uy, Merchant, High Court. Pet Feb 
Ord Mar7. Exam April 3 at 
ussex, Soaitame. Hastings. Pet Feb 26. Ord Mar 
6. Exam April 7 
Beste, Daniel At mr Abridge, Essex, Baker. Chelmsford. Pet Mar7. Om 
Mar7. Exam Mar 1 


Bes, David, Drury tm Assistant to a Provision Dealer. High Court. Pet Feb 
Ord Mar 7. Exam April 8 at 11 





apne a ames, Wood Top, Burnley, Lancashire, Beerhouse Keeper. Burnley. 
Pet Mor T. eg Mar7. Exam Mar 20 at 2 
bet iar? 7 OT A {enters Yorkshire, Glass and China Dealer. Bradford, 
Scales 3-48 z Mae 1806 31 N tion. High Court 
ens, Kens m, No occupation. 01 
Pet Moe oon ee xam Apr 8at 11 : 2 . 


Slevin, me, Byker, Newcastle-upon- . Beer Traveller. 
Ord Mar 6. 


Newcastle-om 
Tyne. Pet Mar 6. Exam 20 at 11.30 
Stones, doeee, , Addlethorpe, 1 Lincolnshire, 


Miller and Baker. Boston. Pet Mar 
Mar6. Exam Apr 
Thomas, Walter. —— «Yorkshire, teen Beer Maker. Sheffield. Pet 
EE Mars, exam ‘Market st, Ch h Court 
omas, Mar st, eesem: z. 

ey -2 16. ys | Mar 6. Yoram A) r8at 9 y. rsh meee Pes House 

arc ane, and Sarah ‘oe 4 n, 

Scarborough. ° Pt Pa War 7. Ook Mer, M 31 at 8 - 
Whitaker, J J segh,  Bakderk Nottinghamshire, pany Nottingham. Pet 
d Apr 
be ma is, Joseph, Malpas St » Cheshire, Coal Dealer, Nantwich and Crewe. 
wilt me, Mie, Fish st hill, ‘Asphalte Importer. High Court. Pet Mar’ 
7. Exam Apr at 11 


ell, Northamptonshire, Carpenter. Northampton 
Ber eb t  Leomanns Hou “Exam Mar 96 . ° . 
MEETINGS. 


Finer 
barn, Wiliaia, Blackburn, pur, Lancashire, Cotton Spinfer. Blackburn. Mar 


‘burn 
Bruckshaw phen te Church Aston, nr Newport, Salo Agrionturel Imple- 
tafford. April 7 at 1. poanty Court ourt Office Stafford Office 


therton. ’ Boston. Mar 26 at 12, 
whose, si fais Kent, Stained Glass Dealer. Maidst Mar 21 ab 
one ar 
8.15, Official cal Hace ive, Week st, ; 


G Y¥. 5 , at 4. 
ol eny fr ete Dewsbury. Mar 21 


Coventry, Printers. Mar 19st 


11, Hora tet Receiver, 46, Jordan well, Coventry 
Hw orthamptonshire, ; 26 ob 
Otte Con Coliyweston, Noriha Coal Merchant. Mar 
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rd, Stepney, Furniture Dealer. Mar 19at1. 33, 


m Hull, Rotresheas House Keeper. 
erated Law yy gy 










SS 


ull 
Rieeey. yas D 


Receiv ty BD oe ok tent casth Tyne ERete'Re 
wv ew: e upon 
yt — rhe Provision Dealer. Mar 20 at 12, Official 


rs, 3 Wes te rd, Newcastle uj 


Hove, Sussex, etor. Mar 19 at 2.30. 
orth st, Brigh 


‘William, Gloucester, Builder, Mar 20 at 11. Official. Receiver, 84, 
eer Dunbar Southerland, St Columb Major, Cornwall, Surgeon. 
9 at 3. mee dg pat Fore st, St Columb Major 4 
otian: Guat, Tdnosi inshire, Farmer. Sonton. Mar 26at1. Official 
iver, te High st, Boston 
‘oo 110, Cannon st, Financial Agent. Mar 18 at12. 34, Lincoln’s 
Se  Saatias Dealer. Salford. Mar 18 at 11.30. The 
Pies, gnconibe pe. Salt 
noon House assex, " Pruiterer. Hastings. Mar 18 at 11. Official 


2 é cr, Count: chbrs. 
ecetver, 160, 

















ar4 


ast Stongs, 
Mar 4: 
D 25, Oni 


Merchant, 


Duly 
Pet Fi Sawyer, a Hastings ford, Yorkshire, Glass and China Dealer. Bradford. Mar 
4 . Official Seemed, Ivegate ch 
2am. Pe Francis, Newcastle on Tyne, Beer Mar 20 


ous. 2. Official Receiver, County A 








facturers, vehe under Lyne and Staly- 
. Official nl Receiver, Townhall chbrs, Ashton under Lyre 

rd. On ford, Metal Broker. Mar 18 at 3. Official Receiver, Ive- 
0: 

zh Court, Cee , Lincolnshire, Miller. Mar 26 at 12.30, Official 

ind. Pet Rider, Eee ~ ame Beer Manufacturer. Mar 2tat 





ae em 1 
sarah wow eee Yorkshire, 


on, Pe house Keepers. 
gg maaeaten Newborough st, Scarboro 


Vi Jane, 


r. H Whitaker, Jose Daltorton. Nottingha: , Farmer. 20at11, Official 
= Receiver, Ex: ay ae Soeene 
t Feb 19, - Williams, Arthur. de m, nr Leominster, Herefordshire, Farmer, 
Mar 19 at 10. 30. al Oak Hotel Leominster 
Wee bon J osephy alpas Station, Cheshire. ¢ Coal Dealer. Mari19at2. Royal 
Limited, Yom Robert, poe, Northamptonshire, Carpenter. Mar 26 at 3. County 


dgs, Northampto: 


Ord Mar ADJUDICA’ 
Badcock, Richard, Abingdon, Barkshire, 4 oe Oxford. Pet Feb 16. Ord 





7. Onl Mar 8 
Baker, Willi Clement’s lane, Manager of a Joint Stock Company Limited. 
e. Pet High Court. ‘Pet Mar7. Ord Mar 
Bees, Joseph, Drovis sden, Lencadirtre, Ud inet and Builder. Ashton under Lyne 
mes st, and Stalybridge. | Pet et Feb7, Ord M: 
Peal — pth tland, Moabwascsovin, Shipbuilder. Sunderland. Pet Feb 
e 


M 
— any, Artie, Laurence Pountney hill, Architect. High Court. 
Keeper, Ord Mar 





Kemp, Jooeph cooph Aare, Abecley, nr Coventry, Warwickshire, Farmer. Coventay. 
Kirkley, arkley, Sins iene: dt Mor Fzpe Docin Gonth Shiaisa, Mtavetons. Newcastle upon 
Saran n Dujston, Durham, Provision Merchant. Newcastle upon Tyne. 
raal Jamon + he Brighton, Sussex, Grocer’s Manager. Brighton. 
at ee 
; Aye, ones 
High Court 


. Gloucester, 
secre, eg, seis r,s Pet Mar 8. 


an sae Rupert, Birmingham, Electro Plate Manufacturer. Pet Feb 


7 
Mi swoiee Pat Feb a Ord ee Dene Berlin Wool and Fancy 
Ogno, Gaetano, Cardiff, 5! psy Cardiff. Pet Jan 31. Ord Mar 6 
Pat Davi ate Peon: i p Manufacturer. - Pet Jan 3. 


Pas, William, Hastings, Sussex, Fruiterer. Hastings. Pet Feb 26. Ord 
Riser, Robert, Southport, Lancashire, Joiner. Liverpool. Pet Febit. Ord 
Ra Hugh, Vicetingtas, Cam Cumbetiend, Provision Dealer. Cockermouth and 
, James, Burnley, Lancashire, Beerhouse Keeper. Burnley. Pet Mar 7. 
Seaton, Henry Francis, Windsor, Coal Merchant. Windsor. Pet Feb 4. Ord 
onal Patchett, Mixenden, nr Halifax, Brewer. Halifax. Pet Feb 23. Ord 
Sgr, ren Byker, Newcastle on Tyne, Beer Traveller. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Stones, Joseph, Addlethorpe, Lincolnshire, Miller. Boston. Pet Mar5. Ord 
Petar! Waites, | gtherhem, Yorkshire, Botanic Beer Manufacturer. Sheffield. 


v7 
oodville, Ls rAWolyerhampton, Hay and Corn Dealer. Wolverhampton. 
wee Feb 22. Ord Mar 


bas ome gle, Rockwell, Northamptonshire, Carpenter. Sorthampton. Pet 
‘eb 27 





The Subscription to the Soticrrors’ Journat is—Town, 26s. ; Country, 
288. ; with the Waexty Rerorrsr, 52s. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 






































thouse, Bie, owas Laurence, Disihiciens, Publican, Birmingham. Pet Feb 20. Ord | Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
ustle on Bae, Manzaret Mary Josephine Liverpool, Milliner. Liverpool. Pet Feb 14. can oe it is requested that app th n be dined te the 
rt. Pet on. Y Piliem, Sutterton, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet March 1. Ord enna 
ie. Pet Calin, ‘Thomas, Croya , Surrey, Build Croyd Pet Feb 4, Ord Feb 26 
on os William, Southport, Lancashire, Stonemason. Liverpool. Pet Feb 2. CONTENTS. 
pao Dover, Fruiterer. Canterbury. as: re 8. Ord March 8 o 
ghton. James, Maidenhead, Berkshire,Gent. High Court. Pet Jan 21. CURRENT TOPIOS ---...--.-- davis a 
TIONS IN A CON- 
irgeon. Dye red erick William, and Alfred Clark, Beckenham, Kent, Builders. Croydon. — hy OF THIRD ‘as 
Mar 6, Everton, George Frederick, Oldewinford, Worcestershire, out of business, | PABTIES ---+++-s-+++eee-ssersereees Gor 
eu iridee “Pet Fob ai. Ord M sasencnetenys wvat-Sonrevse. I 
rt. Pet Fane, Wi William P Perrott, Lianelly, Fruit Merchant. Carmarthen. Pet Feb 21. CORRESPONDENCE. Co Sepa ates Ax omy 
st Feb Gane, Georee, The Struet, Brecon, Solicitor, Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Jan 12. Ord YD  alinonseinete 357 
d Mar okt, Samuel Morley, Yorkshire, Contractor. Dewsbury. Pet Feb 27. Ord | (JUDGES CHAMPERS -reereeerseree | ns 364 
Ont crt, Duncan decent, Regie, Yetredytotwe, ur Pontypetdd, Artist, Ponty-| Wusns 1 mUerSOMsvc+csssscecer 880 | COURT PAPERS secccccsscccvonscssses 204 
Me “¢ COMPANIES OO ee tel 
st Feb Gratton, David, Causeway, Wirksworth, Derbyshire, Currier. Derby. Pet Feb| Philips y. Jones, -~. »».+-..0.--..- Ouasanane eben Séduuscdcwenes BE 
a, David, In re F. M. Johnston yay pot RO. BO. ...cccee B62 
rnoley. Hardy. Alfred Kien est, Aston, nr Birmingham, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet Feb|  ockerell v. The Earl of Essex.. 960! Lompow Gazerrns, &0., £0. .. 5 
lford, Hee, Frederick, ( Copeland rd, Peckham, out of business, High Court. Pet Notices To CoRRESPONDENTS.— All communications intended for publication 
‘ourt. Harison, John Wateon, Spalding, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper, Peterborough. Pet | in the SoLictroRs’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 
the writer. 
C-on- nieces 4 Holmes, and John Holmes, Guiseley, Yorkshire, ; 
Leeds. P Pet Feb 15, Ord Mar? me om The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communi« 
t Mar fo x Ort ik D, Leamington, Warwickshire, Commission Agent. Warwick. Pet cations, 
Mar 6 
Pet tenes, Geor 18. oo iam, Brighton, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Brighton. *, * The Publisher uests that early application Rvs be made mee Scant person: 
ourt Jennings, Henry Thomas, Kingsto: H Refreshm House desirous of obtaining numbers of the deaswanue’ OURNAL, as @ small 
a ‘Kogsién upon Hl Pot Mart, Ont Mar?” - _— number of copies remain on hand. 
0 — — 
Pet ’ 
S0HWEITZER'S COCOATINA, EDE AND SON, Ao GREAT <L BAYINO, SOLICITORS wd 
ewe, - Cocoa or Chocolate Powd 
Guaranteed Pure Boluble Cocos, of the Powe sy, MAKERS, Account 8 vy games, tt GORSE'S Law and Genera 
ar 1, ith the excess of fat extracted. ROBE Stationery W: Bedford-row House, Theo- 
Pe The Faculty pronounce ib ad the most nutritions, per- bald’s-road, Foolscap _ (full 
} or Break: 
, and invaluable for Invalids and Children,” BY APROTAL APPOINTMENT, pan ge pws ER 
peigtly commended b the entire Medical Press. To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the, &d ream. Other epsteabent. Brief Paper, 
1x) Ce 
Mar te sabes ieee yy + ston, and is four Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c, 4s. 1és.. ifs. 6d., and 188. per ream. Barnard’s Hanc- 
tink the" ngth of cocoas THICKENE WEAK Srietities wholesale 
ple- with starch, &c., and ix REALITY Ouzaréa than such | ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERY. Hngroesed on hen Copied. ‘Paes De ot 
iciay Made ingiantancoualy with boiling water, » teaspoonful SOLICITORS’ GOWNS . tion of. Law Printing @ veal 
ostin . Gowns egistrars, Samples . ry 
1 ab cats min ta Vesti the ‘most delicate, igotibie, se —s ieee te the Peac — fone ieee Touse London, WC. scscideg 
t 4. sheapest Manilla Chooolate, an taken w 
poe Ah chocolate is prohibited. PORA VERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS dtd i 
sis ts tina at 18.'6d., Bey G8, dn, Be, by Chemiate and NS ee POBRIGN Law. on See st 
ESTABLISHED. 1689. + BURCKARRDE We Riad, 
by the Sole Pro . oi 
sot HE a rsnon Spaaial Tat iy te sole Propiatan 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON | Swiss %, 
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HARTERED BANK of INDIA, AUS- 


— A, Hatton-court, Thread- 
Resospomnes by 5 Charter. 
Capital, £800,000. Reserve Fund, £220,000. 
CouRT dl DIRECTORS, 1883-84. 
William Curigtinn Esq. Wm. Macnaughtan, Esq. 
Frederick W. Heilgers, | William Paterson, Esq. 
Esq. James R. Bullen Smith, 
John Jones, Esq., C.8.1. 
Emile lates Wiese, Esq 


Levita, 
Maxaozn—vJohn Howard Gwyther. Sup-MaNAGER, 


Sicumeany— Willen Charles Mullins. 
AGENCIES AND BRANCHES. 





pany. Rangoon. Batavia. Manila. 
ane. iiene Kong. Shanghai 
Alcyab. om Foochow. Hankow.. 
—q Yioilo, Yokohama, 
Tke Corporation grant “Drafts poeple at the above 


Fae F and Peansben, buy and receive for collection 
of Rneweoee, | issue Letters of Credit, and under- 
take general Banki ng Business in the East. Deposits 
Sener in sums of £100 and sewers, are received 

it the following rates of inte .» 44 per cent. 
=i one year, 5 per cent. per annum as ae two years. 


HE BRITISH and AUSTRALASIAN 
TRUST and LOAN COMPANY, Limited. 
a Rp £2. ij Called up, £200,000. Reserve 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hen, Lord wreaneeen. 
Sir Charles H. M.P. 
Frederick Gonnerman Dalgety, Esq. 
DIRECTORS. 





-, Chairman. 
uty-Chairman, 

James pmapbell, Esq. 

—— J Fletcher, 
sq. 


at Glyn, Mills, Currie, & Co. 


The Directors are nowissuing Debentures for terms 
of years for £100 and upwards, bearing interest at 44 
per cent. per annum. 

And also Permanent Debentures for £100, £500, or 
£1,000 each, bearing interest at 4j per cent. per annum, 
subject to redemption by the company atany time on 
six months’ notice, at the price of £105 for every £100. 

in cases he payable by coupon 
half-yearly at the Company’s ba 

Further culars may be obtained, and applica- 
tion made at the offices of the Company, where the 
forms of Debentures can be seen. 


By order of the Beard 
THOS. D AUNDERS, Secretary. 
Nos. 68 and 69, Cornhill, aan, E.C. 


srowne, 





NEW SEAL. AND TRUST AND LOAN 
LIMITED 


MPANY, 
Established om Capital, £1 


000. Paid up, £700,000. 
Reserve Fund 


£210,000. 
TRUSTEES USTEES. 
The Right Hon. igs — and Charles 


DIRECTORS. 
Sir Charles nitions, ‘Chairman. 


F. G. Daisey Deputy. 
Robert A. Brooks _  [%e Col. & TG Gore jews Browne, 
L. J. W. Fletcher, Esq C.M.G. 


The Directors are issuing 
for terms of years, istemee 
* the Company’s B: 
may be obtained, Seg applica- 
fie, at the yx t of the Compan: 
y order the Board, 
THOS. D SE pow ng yi Dacha 
Nos. 68 and 69, Cornhill, Lond ion, E 


4 per cent. Debentures 
a able half-yearly by 


tion 





CCIDENT INSURANCE COMPANY 


10, St. Swithin’s-lane, London, E.C. 

ENERAL ACUIDENTS | PERSONAL INJURIES 

RAILWAY ACCIDENTS DEATH by ACCIDENT. 
. HARDING, Manager. 





TAY BANCE C0 FIRE and LIFE INSU- 


IMPANY. Chief ce — 126 
YY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
Foniein hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 


wards of £1,700, 
AMES Cuppox, »» Barrister-at-Law, 
emp. 


Middle 
Dopsty-Cheirmen — C. PEMPERTON, Esq. (Lee & 
), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

. The Directors invite atten to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

Policies of granted sguinet the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates um. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on 


; 

Life Interests and se em a 

Boventens, ving the 

vnier Ge en gms err rege giving the 
whether the ‘or life be living or not. 

Reports and 


a the : Directors’ 
Balance Short, end every information, sent 
post-free on lication to 
FRANK MoUEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 





HyQurty and LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
W.C. v.0. NOTICE ig here is eS by given ment, the ANN AL to the 
GENERAL Heperd ot will be held at this 1 tye on 


rotation, and an Auditor for the assured in 
of Mr. Valpy, deceased. and for other business 
The will be taken at half-past 1 o’clock pre- 


G. W. BERRIDGE, Actuary and Secretary. 
March 1, 1884. 7 


(yuamcst, MEDICAL, and GENERAL 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
13, St. JAMES’s SquakE, Lonpoy, 8. Ww. 
Chairman, man Bae Sir J. R.Mo MOWIRAT, Mh, u. SR »D.C.L. 
come or 


cisely. 





Ftc ce Fund 
Established “7924, for the assurance ot 2100 and 
Invalid lives. 
New and liberal conditions of assurance (see new 


Prospectus). 
B. NEWBATT, Actuary and Secretary. 
N.B. met usual Commission allowed os Bolicitozs. 





‘yore 41 UNION ASSURANOE 
COMP ANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE. 





Seated fully subscribed ..+. «s+ - 22,500,000 
Capital paid-up . 250,000 
Life Fund in Special ‘Trust tfor Life Policy- 

holders exceeds ... coccs+covee 809,000 
Other Funds  ..-cee-csseees ees +2 -eeeee 953,000 

TOTAL INVESTED - FUNDS UPWARDS OF TWO 
MILLIONS. 

Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. 1,077,000 


Carer Orricss: 19 anv 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C 
West Ewp Orrices: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, s.W 





EVERSIONARY and LIFK INTE. 
» RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and ey mtg ED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon gran’ the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster- ete Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establish 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 
capitalized. 
. CLAYTON } Joint 
ie CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 





“UN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICES, 
Threadneedle-street, E.C. ; Charing core, 8.W.; 
Oxford-street (corner of Vere-street), W. 
FIRE. Established 1710. Home and Foreign Insu 
rances at moderate rates. 
LIFE. Established 1810. Specially low rates for young 
lives, Large bonuse Immediate settlement claims 





Oneaner ASSUEANCE COMPANY. 
FIRE AND LIFE. Ue Some’ AND ABROAD 
Lonpos: 1, aaa Res Aszgpzrn: 3, 


rNcoME ‘f FUNDS (1882) 
Fire Premiums . & 
Life Premiums .., ooo ooo ooo 


460,100 

181,500 
121,800 

ee 62,749,409 


one on soe eee 


Interest... 
Accumulated Funds oo es 





(CAVENDISH COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE. 


Four pany my! of £30 each, tenable for 3 years, 

iven, one by the Clothworkers’ Gomipeny, ose one by His 

race the e of Devonshire, K.G., one b; Semuel 
Morley, Esq., M.P., and one by E. oe , Esq., 
will be offered for competition on y hy 6, 7, ‘and 8, 
1884. Candidates must be under 17 on August 6. 

The usual age of entry being between 16 and 17,a 
Degree may be taken me = 

The College C r Lodging, Board (with 7- 
extra Term in the 4 Vacation). and mactading os 
necessary expenses of Tuition and University Fees, 
are £84 per annum. 

For further information apply to the WARDEN, 
Cavendish College, Cambridge. 


HE LATE SIR GEORGE JESg 
An Engraving by OsEY, after the 
Booruer, end” is on view at 148, 2 8 
Artists’ 


‘proofs, £3 3s.; Prints, £ 


T* you want Money without Fees 5 
mete? £1,000—bef: elsew 
m, personally if poseible, 40, Great Towens 


ew Beal 





t Tower 





QOLIOTORS having £6,000 to put ont 
Security of Freehold Estate, now sel 
plots, can have all Legal Business, , ort in P 
and 5 per cent. Interest.—OWNER, care of W. Wri 
2, Queen-street, Cheapside. , 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENT of 
rannum, well secured upon Office Pro 
eart of the City. To be sold to pay pet 
—Apply to BEAN, BURNETT, ELDRIDGE, Ig 
Agents and Surveyors, 14, Hicholasclane 0 














Wak. in a City Solicitor’s Office, 

erienced Bill Clerk capable of setti; 
for delivery amounting to £17,000 a year. 
Junior Common Law Clerk.— Apply, by letter, toy) 
care of Harwar & Co., Furnival 





AW.—A _ London Solicitor desires 
recommend a Conveyancing and Chencall 0 

who has been with him 7 years, and who can 
General Supervision. Age 30 (unadmitted).—Adé 
A. B., 49, Arlingford-road, Brixton, 8.W. 





LA: .—Advertiser (22), admitted, des 
a pap na Ae or E Comyerancing Clerkshig in 
don. No salary to with.—. C., “ Solicit 


Journal” Office, aC han gg 





AW.—Conveyancing and General Ole 
ship desired by Advertiser (Honours), with 
without supervision. yah ah moderate 
highest references.—Address, D. L., 18, Sherbon 
street, Downham-road, N. 


AW EXAMINATIONS. — An Lb} 
(London), Barrister, of 3 years’ standing, 

ares Students for ALL pupeninetions for the Ba, 

Rolicitors, and the LL.B. copes —X., care of it 


Ravenscroft, 3, Serle-street, 
M R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, successfully pw 

pares Candidates for Solicitors’ Preliminay, 
intermediate, and Final Examinations, personally 
by post. Terms on application.—Address, 5, Clarenc 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


EORGE 8S. INGLIS, Expert in Hani 
writing and Facsimilist, 8, Red Lion-squay 

Holborn, London, W.C. 

aw, AS I. begs to state ery By andweiing sin 

decease of the hate Mr. ©. Chabo ai 
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O SOLICITORS and Others, — Ligh 

convenient, and Spacponsive Offices or Chambes 

to be Let in New Buildin, ¥ Chancery-lane. Fis 

and Upper Floors from £#- 

Apply to HOUSEKEEPER, N “? 58 and 54, 57 and 66, anl 
70, 71, and 72, Chancery- 


—— 


N EXT to the LAW OOURTS.—Wel- 
appointed Offices on the First Floor to be l#, 
consisting of 3 rooms.—6, Serle-street, Carey-stree 


FFICES in BEDFURD ROW.—To® 

Let, the Ground Floor of one of the best 
comprising four all communicating, 
a strong room. fitted 
and numerous fixtures; ' have just been th 
gone up, and are for immediate 

t, £160 per annum, include rates and 

For For harther 
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QOHORNE OOLLEGE, near WINSLOW, 
UCKINGHAMSHIRE. 


A Church of England School for one hundred Sons 
of Olergymen, Army and Navy Men, and the like. 
Thirty guineas per annum; entrance = five guineas. 
ae Se mane y 8.—S. B. James, D.D., 
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URBNISH ee HOUSES or APART- 
THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The o one a liberal. 


enn neh selene. Nicene tee ne a 


oi MOEDER, 249, and ny “Tottenham-court- 
man, 20, 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 
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rticulars 4 cyply to E. Bromust, & 





OYAL OOURTS of JUSTIOE. — Om 
Lis ve, Rap yh Sammons L Lists, andal 
oe by mb ewes Fob at eA hoon 9, Premise Bar ar cobra 
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Lift » ue silent fporing ; 
HE ‘NEAREST OHAMBERS to te 
iets Se ee econo aad aiiched? sootn, te 
oe or of the Outer Tem ee 
from 9am, 09 Dan. Molerat re 



















































woes tad *e 


o 


ee ae ot ee ebtet ts’ 


